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The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
The earth is the Lord's and all its full

ness, the world and those who dwell 
therein.-Psalm 24:1. 

Creator and Sustainer of all, Lord of 
all life, Sovereign of this Nation, and 
owner of all that we are and have, we 
humbly accept Your calling to be stew
ards of the resources and riches You 
have so bountifully given our Nation. 
You have written Your signature in the 
beauty of our land, blessed us with op
portunities, and entrusted us with ma
terial prosperity. We ask for only one 
thing more, Lord: Give us a grateful 
heart. 

In gratitude, we press on in the cru
cial discussion of the budget today. We 
will talk in terms of billions and tril
lions. At times we may be tempted to 
think that we control the money to be 
budgeted. Instead, we turn to You for 
guidance in these fiscal matters so that 
what is decided will be creative for the 
people of this Nation, now and for fu
ture generations. Lord, help us to lis
ten for truth as intently as we seek to 
speak our understanding of it. We 
praise You that we live in a dynamic 
democracy in which great leaders like 
these Senators can give this quality 
and quantity of time to the crucial is
sues of this budget. God bless them, 
and through their deliberations and de
cisions, bless America. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this 
morning the time for the two leaders 
has been reserved and the Senate will 
immediately resume consideration of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, the 
concurrent budget resolution. 

Rollcall votes are expected through
out the day on or in relation to amend
ments to the budget. The Senate will 
not recess during the afternoon today 
for policy luncheons, but will continue 
in session debating the budget. 

(Legislative day of Monday, May 15, 1995) 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). The Senate will resume 
consideration of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13. 

The clerk will report the pending 
business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 13) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 , and 2002. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the concurrent resolution. 

Pending: 
Roth Amendment No. 1121, to express the 

sense of the Senate that the number of Fed
eral full-time equivalent positions should be 
further reduced. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, thank you. 

I simply say that as we open this very 
important day, it will be a very long 
day on the budget resolution. I would 
simply say that as usual at this par
ticular time we have an inordinate 
number of amendments that have been 
suggested from Members on both sides 
of the aisle. 

I simply say that we very likely-if 
we are going to finish this up tomorrow 
some time, which we must, given the 
time constraints that we are under
are going to have to have some give 
and take today. We will have to begin 
the process very early today of trying 
to come to some specific time agree
ments. With the large number of 
amendments that we have to offer, we 
obviously are heading for one of those 
traditional situations that we do on 
the budget resolution where a great 
number of amendments to the bill are 
going to be offered and we are not 
going to have time to debate those. 

Under the rules, all amendments that 
are offered can be voted on if a rollcall 
vote is ordered, which indicates to. me 
very clearly that tomorrow afternoon 
sometime we are going to have a great 
number-and I mean a great number, 
maybe 2 to 3 hours-of successive votes 
on many amendments that will not 
have been thoroughly discussed or de
bated at all in the U.S. Senate. 

Therefore, I would hope that we 
could all conserve time as best we can. 
Last night, the Senate completed de
bate on an amendment offered by the 
Senator from Delaware, on that side of 
the aisle. Under the usual procedures, 
the next amendment would be offered 
from someone on this side of the aisle. 

I see Senator BRADLEY is here to 
offer an appropriate amendment that 
had been scheduled for some time. De
pending on what the acting majority 
leader would like to do, we are pre
pared to offer the amendment that had 
been scheduled to be offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey, unless there 
is intervening business. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I be
lieve the plan is to move forward with 
the amendment by Senator BRADLEY. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am, 
therefore, pleased to recognize the Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Would he please indicate to me about 
how much time he thinks would be nec
essary? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I say to the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska I ex
pect that we would need several hours 
on this amendment. I know there are 
many people who want to speak, and I 
will just have to see how many people 
come to the floor. 

Under the rules, we are allowed 2 
hours equally divided, an hour on each 
side. We could start with that and see 
if there are others who want more 
time. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
New Jersey, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1122 

(Purpose: To lessen tax increases on working 
families by using amounts set aside for a 
tax cut) 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to laying aside the pending 
amendment? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD

LEY). for himself, Mr. BREAUX, and Mrs. MUR
RAY, proposes an amendment numbered 1122. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 

insert the following: " budget, the appro
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect 
$16,900,000,000 in budget authority and out
lays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that restores the full current 
law earned income tax credit under section 
32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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"(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE

GATES.-Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, budgetary ag
gregates, and levels under this resolution, re
vised by an amount that does not exceed the 
additional deficit reduction specified under 
subsection (d).". 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I have sent to the 
desk makes one simple point: Although 
we need to balance the Federal budget, 
we should not do it on the backs of 
America's working and middle-class 
families. 

The budget resolution before the Sen
ate attempts to claim that it will bal
ance the budget without raising taxes. 
However, buried deep in this budget 
proposal is a $20 billion tax increase
a $20 billion tax increase-on America's 
working families. 

The arnendrnen t that I have intra
duced on behalf of myself, Senator 
BREAUX, Senator MURRAY, and others, 
would correct the numerous problems 
posed by the current earned income tax 
proposal in the budget resolution. 

The amendment would repeal the 
worst aspect of the $20 billion tax in
crease on working families. Specifi
cally, the amendment would repeal the 
$12.8 billion tax increase on working 
families with children and the $4.1 bil
lion tax increase on working Ameri
cans without children. 

At the same time, however, the 
amendment would ensure that we con
tinue to improve the program's admin
istration to fight against any potential 
fraud or abuse and to ensure that the 
benefits of this program go to those for 
whom it was intended. 

Mr. President, since its creation in 
1975, the earned income tax credit has 
been one of the most important sources 
of support for working and lower-mid
dle-class families. In 1996, the earned 
income tax credit will provide a tax cut 
for over 21 million workers and their 
families. 

In my own State of New Jersey, the 
earned income tax credit provided 
372,000 taxpayers with families with an 
average of over $1,000 in tax relief in 
1993, a $1,000 tax cut for over 300,000 
New Jersey families. 

The EITC helps families move off the 
welfare roles and into the work force. 
The incentive only goes to working 
families. No one on welfare gets this. 
These are working families. If you do 
not work, you do not qualify for the 
tax cut. It is as simple as that. 

Social Security taxes and various 
means-tested programs create dis
incentives for welfare recipients to 
work. Without the EITC's offsetting 
tax reduction, the working poor lose 
benefits and pay higher taxes for each 
extra dollar that they earn. 

The historic 1993 deficit reduction 
package expanded the earned income 
tax credit. Just as a point of reference, 
in my State about 40,000 people ended 
up paying higher income taxes because 
of that deficit reduction package and 
nearly 400,000 ended up paying less 
taxes because of the earned income tax 
credit. So, as a result of that deficit re
duction package, nearly 10 times more 
people in my State got a tax cut than 
got an income tax increase. 

When fully phased in, the credit will 
be available for families with two or 
more children, earning up to approxi
mately $28,500. Two children and fam
ily, up to $28,500, that is roughly half 
the median income for a family of four. 
So what we are saying here is roughly 
a fourth of all families with two kids 
will qualify for the earned income tax 
credit. These are working families. 

Because the minimum wage has not 
kept pace with inflation, without these 
changes in the EITC many working 
families have fallen deeper into pov
erty as a result of higher taxes and lost 
benefits. The EITC works in a very im
portant way for working families. For 
every added dollar a lower income 
working family earns, payroll taxes 
take 15.3 cents and certain other bene
fits drop. For example, food stamps 
drop 24 cents for every additional dol
lar. The EITC was intended to offset 
some of these disincentives by provid
ing a tax reduction of 40 cents for every 
dollar earned by a working family with 
two children. In other words, that 
means the EITC can make a big dif
ference in people's lives. 

Most eligible families earning be
tween $5,500 and $15,500 will qualify for 
at least $1,000 in credits. That is an
other $1,000 in sorneone's pocket that 
can go to pay for food, for utility bills, 
for tuition to parochial school, for 
health insurance, or for mortgage pay
ments. 

Not only does the EITC help families 
work their way out of poverty, the 
EITC is good for business. It puts more 
purchasing power in low-income con
sumers' pockets and lets them keep 
more of what they earn. It also in
creases the effective wage rate paid by 
employers, providing the neediest 
Americans with an even greater incen
tive to go to work. By helping these 
families we also ease the burden on 
public services provided by State and 
local governrnen t. 

Even President Ronald Reagan recog
nized the value of the earned income 
tax credit. At the signing of the 1986 
Tax Reform Act he stated that the 
bill's expanded EITC provisions were a 
very important thing. Ronald Reagan 
called the EITC provisions "the best 
anti-poverty, the best pro-family, the 
best job creation measure to come out 
of Congress." 

In addition to President Reagan, the 
EITC has received widespread biparti
san support, including that of Presi-

dents Ford, Carter, Bush, and Clinton. 
However, the current budget proposals 
would repeal many of the gains realized 
under this bipartisan group of leaders 
during almost two decades. 

So, what is the impact of this tax in
crease on working families? In the face 
of declining real wages and Republican 
proposals to cut important aid pro
grams, more and more American fami
lies are going to face increasingly 
tough times. These are working fami
lies who need every penny of the wages 
they earn just to make ends meet. We 
simply should not tax these families 
into poverty by cutting the earned in
come tax credit. 

The goal of the 1993 expansion of the 
EITC was to ensure that individuals 
who work full time do not have to raise 
their children in poverty. Achieving 
this goal is just as important today as 
it was 2 years ago. By the year 2000, 
roughly 17.8 million taxpayers; 80 per
cent of the total recipients, would feel 
a tax increase as a result of the propos
als that are embodied in this budget. 
On average, taxes would be raised for 
affected working families by over $600 
each. 

In New Jersey, working families will 
face a $452 million tax increase. Over 
the next 7 years that amounts to about 
$1,500 for the 297,000 recipients of the 
earned income tax credit who are 
working families. 

The tax increase on working families 
with children amounts to $329 million. 
On an average, that would raise taxes 
by $1,733 over 7 years on 190,000 New 
Jersey families with children. So this 
is a significant tax increase in the mid
dle of a budget proposal that purports 
to have no tax increase. 

Who are the people who receive the 
earned income tax credit? Let me just 
give you a snapshot of a couple of peo
ple. 

Michael Thompson from Newark, NJ, 
is 32 years old, married, with two 
daughters. He earns $7.75 per hour 
working in a warehouse for the Com
munity Food Bank in New Jersey. His 
wife worked over 5 years for a large 
health insurance company but was laid 
off in 1994 and has been unable to find 
new work. Last year the Thompsons re
ceived an earned income credit that 
they used to pay the rent and to make 
up back payments on their utility bills. 

How about Deborah Hamrnerstrung 
from Barnegat, NJ, a clerical super
visor for the Visiting Horne Care Serv
ice in Ocean County. When Mrs. 
Harnmerstrung and her ex-husband sep
arated 2 years ago, she could not afford 
to move into an apartment on her own. 
Instead, she was forced to move back 
with her mother. By providing her with 
a small credit against the taxes she has 
paid, the EITC is helping Ms. 
Hammerstrung pay the utility hookups 
for her own apartment. 

And last year, Ms. Linda Bailey, of 
Elizabeth, NJ, received a small earned 
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income tax credit. Ms. Bailey worked 
as a registration clerk at St. Eliza
beth's Hospital and is the mother of 
two children aged 6 and 14. She used 
the $1,000 credit she received to help 
pay her gas and electric bills. 

These are only a few examples. I 
could give you countless other exam
ples in my own State of New Jersey 
where the earned income tax credit has 
allowed struggling families to send a 
child to parochial school, to begin to 
make a payment on college tuition, to 
fully pay the utility bills, and on and 
on. These are struggling working 
Americans. The earned income tax 
credit has put a little money in their 
pockets so they can get by. This is not 
the time to increase taxes on these 
working Americans. 

Like most other working Americans, 
the recipients I have described live 
from paycheck to paycheck. As a credit 
against taxes they paid, the EITC pro
vides these families with a little 
breathing room. 

They are not using the EITC to pay 
for fancy meals out or hire high-paid 
lobbyists. No, they are not using it for 
that. Instead they use the EITC to help 
buy clothes for their kids, to pay util
ity bills, and to put meals on the table. 

The higher taxes this budget will im
pose on them will make it increasingly 
more difficult for New Jersey families 
to meet these basic needs and work 
their way out of poverty. Of course, 
working families in New Jersey are not 
the only ones who will suffer as a re
sult of the Republicans' proposed tax 
hike. 

Almost 30 percent of all taxpayers in 
Mississippi will lose under this budget. 
There taxes will go up. Twenty percent 
of the families in Texas will face a 
larger tax burden as a result of these 
proposals. And in Oklahoma, almost 
215,000 working families will find it 
harder to make ends meet after the 
proposed tax increase by the changes in 
the earned income tax credit. 

Recently, I have heard statements 
that these cuts in the EITC are not 
really a tax increase because recipients 
do not have an income tax liability. 
Critics of the EITC would have us be
lieve that just because someone re
ceives a tax refund that person could 
not be paying more tax. 

Mr. President, if the Federal Govern
ment owes you a $1,000 tax refund and 
we change the Tax Code so you end up 
getting only a $500 refund, then we 
have raised your taxes, notwithstand
ing the fact that you still get some
thing back. 

In addition, there are claims that 
this budget is not increasing taxes be
cause some of the EITC recipients do 
not owe any income tax. That claim ig
nores all the other taxes that working 
families have to pay. When working 
families receive their paychecks, the 
stub does not just show how much they 
pay in income tax withholding. It also 

shows what was subtracted for Social 
Security taxes, for Medicare taxes, for 
State taxes, and others. The EITC is 
intended to help offset these taxes, as 
well as Federal income tax. 

Let me demonstrate this point by an 
example. Imagine a young married cou
ple with two children. If this family 
earned $16,500 per year, they will be 
just above the poverty level. Although 
they would not owe any individual in
come tax, they would incur $2,525 in 
Social Security taxes. That is what 
they would have to pay. Under current 
law, they would qualify for an EITC 
that offsets practically all of that So
cial Security tax, $2,532, just enough to 
offset the Social Security tax liability. 
But under the proposal that is in this 
budget the EITC would fall, and their 
taxes would go up by over $300, a tax 
increase. 

Mr. President, it is important to rec
ognize that the proposal in this budget 
is a straight tax increase on working 
families. None of the proposals do any
thing, beyond what the administration 
has already suggested, to reduce errors 
in the program. 

The amendment that I offer would 
implement the compliance provisions, 
such things as matching Social Secu
rity numbers, et cetera-there are 
many different elements of the compli
ance provision-and thereby build on 
our past efforts to eliminate tax fraud 
and ensure that the EITC goes on only 
to those most in need. 

Further, the Republican attack on 
the EITC stems from reports of fraud 
in the program. In a small January 1994 
study the IRS found 13 percent of all 
EITC refunds could be in error. It is 
important to note that many of these 
errors result in ordinary mistakes that 
taxpayers make on all kinds of tax re
turns. We have already taken a number 
of significant steps to eliminate fraud 
and to focus the benefits of the 1993 tax 
cut on those most in need. We have 
also made some additional changes in 
the last year or so to narrow eligibility 
for the EITC. 

In the Uruguay round legislation, for 
example, we prohibited the EITC from 
going to undocumented aliens. We deny 
the tax break. Also, we allow the IRS 
to use simpler procedures with certain 
types of questionable returns. We deny 
it to individuals who have $2,350 in in
vestment income. So the eligibility has 
been narrowed. 

Then there are people who argue 
about the planned growth of the EITC. 
They are claiming that the EITC is ex
panding. To bolster these claims, some 
critics have carted out graphs and 
chart&-and we will probably see some 
here today-that show the growth of 
the EITC since the early 1990's. Of 
course, these graphs present only a 
snapshot of the EITC and ignore the 
fact that the increases in the EITC are 
a result of a conscious effort by Con
gress and Presidents Reagan, Bush, and 

Clinton to expand the program and to 
provide a modicum of tax relief to 
America's working families. 

Mr. President, if I could, as this 
chart demonstrates, once these 
changes are fully phased in, once you 
make eligibility, up to $28,500 for a 
family of four, the EITC will grow only 
at the pace of inflation and population 
growth, a straight line. 

So people on the other side who say 
this program is out of control because 
we tried to help lower middle-class 
families-and when you help lower 
middle-class families, you provide a 
bigger tax cut to more people; it is 
going to increase-they want to raise 
taxes on these very same people. But 
once the eligibility is fully phased in, 
it is a national revenue loss. In fact, 
beginning in 1996, if you simply took 
the EITC relative to the rest of the 
economy, it is on the way down. 

So, Mr. President, at the same time 
that we have listened to the other 
side's attempts to explain why we need 
to raise taxes on working families in 
order to balance the Federal budget, we 
have not heard a single word about the 
truly uncontrolled growth in so many 
other areas of the budget. 

Take, for example, one of the provi
sions in the Tax Code called section 29. 
Section 29 refers to a little known pro
vision in the code that gives a handful 
of oil and gas producers billions of dol
lars' worth of subsidies at the cost of 
other taxpayers. Between 1989 and 1994, 
section 29 tax subsidies grew by over 
1,000 percent. This uncontrolled 
growth-uncontrolled 1,000-percent 
growth in 6 years-dwarfs the planned, 
controlled, and short-term growth of 
the EITC. 

So why does the Republican budget 
raise taxes on millions of American 
families without touching a single 
penny in special interest loopholes like 
section 29, that went up 1,000 percent in 
6 years? The answer I think is fairly 
simple. The supporters of section 29 
and a lot of the other special interest 
corporate loophole&-loopholes that are 
used by the wealthy-like these sub
sidies and they spend millions of dol
lars each year to hire lobbyists to in
sert their special provisions in the Tax 
Code. 

Mr. President, working families are 
too busy with their kids, trying to 
make ends meet, holding down two or 
three jobs, to have either the money or 
the time to come down to Washington 
and lobby for their provision in the Tax 
Code. As a result, taxes are raised on 
working families while special-interest 
loopholes proliferate. 

In 1996, spending through the Tax 
Code will total $380 billion. It is the 
second fastest increase of the deficit, 
beyond entitlements, $480 billion, more 
than double the size of the projected 
deficit. Between now and 2002, tax ex
penditures will total more than $4 tril
lion. 
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I support, like many Members of the 

Senate, some of these provisions: Home 
mortgage interest deductions, property 
tax deductions, charitable deductions. 
These are valuable tools. However, for 
every one of these provisions, there are 
numerous other loopholes, such as sec
tion 29, that simply benefit one indus
try or a few taxpayers over the large 
mass of taxpayers. 

Mr. President, reducing the budget 
deficit will require shared sacrifice. 
However, raising taxes on millions of 
working Americans while consciously 
ignoring the billions of dollars that we 
give away each year through special in
terest tax loopholes is not my defini
tion of shared sacrifice. 

So this amendment is really just 
about setting priorities, determining 
how we should share the burden of bal
ancing the budget. There is no serious 
disagreement between Democrats and 
Republicans on the need to balance the 
budget. In fact, this amendment would 
reduce the deficit by the exact same 
amount as the original budget pro
posal. The real question that this 
amendment raises is how we should 
balance the budget. 3 Either we can 
balance the budget by raising taxes on 
working families, as contemplated in 
the Republican budget proposal, or we 
can forgo a small proportion of pro
posed tax cuts for corporations and the 
wealthy, as this proposal would do. I 
believe the choice is clear: Tax cuts for 
lower-middle-class working Americans 
and no tax giveaways to corporate and 
wealthy Americans. That is what this 
amendment is all about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? Does the Senator yield 
back the floor? 

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. President, as we go forward with 

this debate, each day starts in about 
the same way: We should balance the 
budget but we should not do it on the 
backs of-fill in the blank. Every day it 
is a different one. Do not balance it on 
the backs-fill in the blank. 

For example, let me talk just a 
minute about the earned income tax 
credit. Under the Republican proposal, 
the budget proposal that we are talk
ing about, the EITC is not cut. It is a 
slowing in the rate of growth. The 
EITC proposal contained in the budget 
plan simply reins in the explosion in 
Federal Government spending in this 
program. Under the Senate budget 
plan, the cost of EITC will increase 
from $28 billion in 1996 to $32 billion in 
the year 2002. Under the current law, 
EITC costs would go to $36 billion in 
2002, not exactly the flat leveling off 
the Senator had mentioned a moment 
ago. 

In general, the EITC is one of the 
fastest growing programs in the Fed-

eral Government. The 1994 cost was 
$21.8 billion, eclipsing the Federal cost 
of Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, AFDC, and the program is 
fully indexed to inflation. 

Unfortunately, errors and fraud are 
rampant. In 1988, the IRS found that 42 
percent of the EITC recipients received 
too large a credit and 32 percent were 
not able to show they were entitled to 
any credit at all. Something does need 
to be done about it. Given the generos
ity of the program, it is not surprising 
the number of recipients has grown 
from 6 million in 1975 to 18 million 
today, and that growth continues. 

Another way to increase the number 
of people eligible for the EITC is to 
raise the qualifying amount. For fami
lies with one child, the qualifying 
amount will rise from in 1995 $24,396 to 
$30,000; families with two children will 
rise from $26,000 to $33,000 to qualify in 
this particular program. 

So, Mr. President, certainly it is hard 
to call this a cut when it goes up at 
this rate. 

The baseline, if we leave it, will in
crease 48 percent between now and the 
year 2000, from $20 billion to $30.8 bil
lion. Instead, under the chairman's 
mark, it grows at 31 percent from $20.8 
billion to $27.2 billion. 

Also, it is interesting to point out 
that the chairman's mark accepts the 
proposal of President Clinton's to deny 
EITC to undocumented workers and 
targets EITC to working poor with 
children. 

Mr. President, we will go forward 
again today with our budget proposal, 
and we will cite, as we have in the past, 
the difference of philosophy in terms of 
approaching this business of cutting 
spending. And that is legitimate, to 
have a different view. It is appropriate 
to have a different view. The Repub
licans want to transform Government 
to make it more efficient, more respon
sible, less expensive. On the other 
hand, the other side of the aisle sup
ports the status quo: No plan to bal
ance the budget, no options to save 
Medicare, no welfare reform proposal. 

So, Mr. President, we will see a dif
ference of opinion, and that is good. 
That gives us a choice, whether we 
want more Government and more 
spending or whether we want less Gov
ernment and less spending. 

We should take a look, I suppose, at 
the track record as to how we got here, 
raising taxes and expanding Federal 
Government. In 1993, of course, we had 
the largest tax increase in history, $259 
billion. President Clinton talks about 
only raising taxes on the rich. 

Let me tell you that gas taxes in
creased in my State of Wyoming, where 
we have more miles to drive than any 
other State other than Alaska, it was 
not a tax increase on the rich, it was a 
tax increase on those least able to pay 
for it. The increase in Social Security 
taxes was another change that hurt 
more than just the rich. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes he yielded himself 
have expired. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, if my 
time has expired, I will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I yield 7 minutes to 

the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is yielded 7 min
utes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 
And I thank my colleagues, the Sen
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], 
and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
BREAUX], and many other Senators who 
are submitting this amendment to help 
correct one of the troubling aspects of 
the budget resolution before us, the tax 
increases on working American fami
lies. 

By cutting the earned income tax 
credit, by taking away a tax break for 
working families, this resolution will 
raise taxes an average of $270 for low
income families next year. That is 
wrong. 

Mr. President, frankly, I am amazed 
by this Republican proposal. The EITC 
has always received bipartisan support 
because it is a commonsense tax credit. 
It rewards work. It provides a real in
centive, and it gives people the means 
to move from the welfare rolls to the 
work force. 

In 1986, Ronald Reagan praised the 
earned income tax credit. As you know, 
I was not here in 1986. I was at home 
serving on my local school board in the 
State of Washington, but I remember 
watching the debate surrounding the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986. We might for
get sometimes under all these tele
vision lights that the actions we take 
and the words we say matter a great 
deal to average Americans across this 
country. I cannot forget that because I 
remember when Congress approved the 
tax reform package that included an 
expansion of the EITC, and I remember 
President Reagan signing that bill into 
law, saying the EITC is the best anti
poverty, the best pro-family, the best 
job-creation measure to come out of 
Congress. These were important words 
then, and they are important words 
today. 

Mr. President, many hard-working 
American families are just trying to 
make ends meet, send their kids to 
school and provide some hope for the 
future. 

Average Americans are worried about 
their jobs. They are anxious about the 
cost of education. And, there is genuine 
concern out there about the costs of 
health care. So, how does this budget 
respond to these legitimate and real 
concerns? It creates more fear and 
more insecurity. It takes away hope. 
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And taking a way this tax credit adds 
insult to injury. 

Mr. President, the EITC keeps people 
off welfare. It offsets other forms of 
Federal assistance. It gives American 
parents the security they need to enter 
the work force. It is astounding that 
the other side has chosen this time to 
cut the EITC. Cuts to Medicaid; cuts to 
education; taxes on working Americans 
who can least afford them. 

In my home State of Washington, 
more than 224,000 families earned the 
tax credit in 1993. This budget resolu
tion will raise taxes on those families 
in my State by $1,468 over the next 7 
years. 

Maybe this increase is not a big deal 
to some of our colleagues here in the 
Senate, Mr. President. But, believe me, 
these are real increases to average 
Americans. I know what it is like to 
drive to work every day, worrying 
about doctors' bills and school clothes. 
I know how it feels to be squeezed be
tween caring for elderly parents and 
young kids. Maybe that is why I under
stand how nasty this cut is. 

Mr. President, recently, there has 
been a lot of talk about tax cuts on 
Capitol Hill. The House of Representa
tives has already passed a tax plan that 
cuts taxes on capital gains and expands 
IRA deductions, and I expect we will 
hear a debate on a tax cut this week in 
the Senate. 

A tax cut is a great idea as long as we 
pay for it in a sensible way, but a tax 
cut is a terrible idea if we pay for it by 
raising taxes on low-income Ameri
cans, or by raising the Medicare pay
ments of our Nation's elderly. 

Mr. President, we cannot balance the 
budget on our working poor, our elder
ly or our children. And, we cannot jus
tify cutting taxes for the wealthy while 
increasing taxes on our poor. 

Mr. President, I have said it many 
times in the past 2 weeks and I will say 
it again now, this budget has no con
science. This budget hurts the little 
guy-those who need help, those who 
are struggling to make a living and 
provide for their children, and, it re
wards the rich. This budget gives Goli
ath an advantage. 

Let us put things back in perspec
tive. Let us help those who really need 
our help. Let us not go back to the 
days of the Industrial Revolution; Back 
to survival of the fittest. Mr. Presi
dent, I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. It tells working fami
lies that we are fighting in their cor
ner. It says we are against increasing 
their taxes and we for ensuring their fi
nancial security. I urge all our col
leagues to support this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, does 

the other side wish to make their case? 
We are anxious to hear their defense of 
this tax increase. Would the other side 

at any point like to argue the tax in
crease? 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator yield time? 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, I yield 5 minutes 

to the Senator. 
Mr. NICKLES. Just in response to 

the Senator, I will make a few com
ments in just a couple of moments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I yield 
8 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] is recog
nized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment by my col
league from New Jersey. I think it is 
an extremely important amendment. 

You know, if we were to assign music 
to some of our proposals here on the 
Senate floor, I think a good theme song 
for this particular amendment would 
be "Bridge Over Troubled Waters," be
cause what this amendment does is to 
say that those who are in trouble eco
nomically, those lowest on our eco
nomic scale get a helping hand. It is a 
bridge over troubled waters for those 
people on welfare into productive jobs 
in a productive society. 

And for people who are paying taxes, 
too. That is who it is for. It is not just 
for people who are on welfare. They do 
not get this. It is for the people who 
are trying to get up the ladder. They 
are the poorest of the poor who may 
once in awhile even get more than they 
are paying in taxes because it encour
ages them to work, to job train, to try 
to get up that economic ladder instead 
of just sitting on welfare with little in
centive to get off. 

In early April, the Governmental Af
fairs Committee held 2 days of hearings 
on EITC. During those hearings, I 
heard all of the arguments for and 
against the EITC. I left those hearings 
more convinced than ever that this tax 
credit is one of the most important 
parts of our Tax Code. 

It has suffered from abuse and mis
takes and we have to crack down on 
fraud and be tough on the error rates. 
I am happy to report that IRS has 
taken on this issue, and they are mak
ing progress with this. They have made 
improvements, and are continuing to 
crack down on those who abuse the 
system. Unfortunately, the cuts we are 
talking about in the budget resolution 
have nothing to do with improving this 
important tax credit. 

Instead, the cuts seem to be all about 
trashing the credit. Instead of address
ing fraud, we are going to decimate the 
EITC and effectively raise taxes on the 
working poor. 

I cannot imagine that any Govern
ment that says, yes, we are family ori
ented; yes, we want to help the least 
advantaged in our society, is about to 
raise taxes on the working poor. 

Let us not throw out the baby with 
the bath water. It is like cutting your 
arm to get rid of a wart on your finger. 
The earned income tax credit is too im
portant for that. 

The EITC has enjoyed bipartisan sup
port since Russell Long helped create 
it in 1975. Republicans and Democrats 
alike have viewed the EITC as a non
bureaucratic way to make work/pay 
better than welfare. 

President Reagan called the EITC 
"The best anti-poverty, the best pro
family, the best job creation measure 
to come out of the Congress." 

That is not someone on this Demo
cratic side of the aisle or this adminis
tration, that is President Ronald 
Reagan. 

Senator PACKWOOD said in 1991 that 
the EITC is "a key means of helping 
low-income workers with dependent 
children get off and stay off welfare." 

Senator DOMENICI said in 1990, "The 
EITC is a great way to help low-income 
families with the cost of raising their 
children. It sends assistance to those in 
need, to those who work hard and yet 
struggle to make a living and provide 
for their children." 

And I agree with Senator DOMENICI in 
that statement. 

Others who have expressed especially 
strong support have included Senators 
DOLE, HATCH, and GRASSLEY; Rep
resentatives ARMEY and PETRI; and 
former Representative Kemp. 

The less fortunate of our society too 
often find themselves fighting just to 
feed their families, pay their bills, and 
stay off public assistance. They are not 
crooks. They are not tax cheats. They 
are working hard to earn their tax 
credit. It is not some sort of a handout. 
They do not get it if there is no earned 
income. And it is one of the best tools 
we have to bridge the ga.tr-bridge the 
gap, a bridge over troubled waters--be
tween welfare and work. We all talk 
about making work. We all talk about 
making work affordable. Well, the 
EITC is doing just that. In my home 
State of Ohio, more than half a million 
working families are getting a little 
extra back from their paycheck to help 
make ends meet. I would like to share 
some of their stories. I think they will 
shed some light on just what the EITC 
is all about. 

Brenda Manders is a divorced mother 
of a 3 year old who lives in Columbus, 
OH. She has earned the credit for 3 
years. Brenda, who works for Legal 
Services and has been training to be
come a legal secretary, this year re
ceived a total refund of $2,740. This was 
very fortunate, because after a separa
tion from her husband, Brenda and her 
child were left with no place to live. 
Faced with homelessness, she was able 
to use her tax credit to pay for a secu
rity deposit and rent on an apartment 
for her and her child. Without it, Bren
da and her child may well have wound 
up on the street. 
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And Zorida Hart of Cleveland, OH, is 

a single parent who works as a switch
board operator at the Council for Eco
nomic Opportunities. She received a 
credit of $1,978 which she is using to 
pay for day care. And she 's put $900 of 
that credit in the bank to save it for a 
rainy day. I wish the U.S. Congress 
were as pennywise as Zorida. Over the 
past few days, I have heard from a lot 
of Ohio parents who rely on the EITC 
to help them with child care so that 
they can have a job. This is a tax credit 
that is working for Americans. More 
importantly, it is keeping Americans 
working. 

We have heard several complaints 
about the EITC. I would like to address 
these one at a time, because I suspect 
we might hear them again and again. I 
hope we can put them to rest. First, 
the problems of fraud and error. This is 
a critical issue. 

I think if we learned any lesson from 
the hearings that the Governmental 
Affairs Committee held in April, it is 
that we had better keep pushing to pre
pare the IRS for the 21st century 
through projects like compliance ini
tiative. 

Senator SIMON and I will be offering 
an amendment on this shortly to en
sure that this important antifraud pro
gram continues. As one of the wit
nesses at the April hearings said, the 
IRS is seeking to crack down on fraud 
but is hampered by antiquated sys
tems. We need to change that to uphold 
public confidence not only in the EITC, 
but in our Tax Code generally. 

We have heard dramatic statistics 
about the EITC error rates. We are told 
that according to a 1994 IRS study they 
are as high as 35 to 45 percent. Well, 
those figures are very deceiving. They 
deal with those filers whose tax returns 
were off by just a few dollars and filers 
who incorrectly claimed too small an 
amount. Mr. President, I think that 
bears repeating. These large percent
ages include those who actually 
claimed too little. 

The more important statistic in
volves not such small discrepancies, 
but rather whether the EITC was 
claimed in error. The IRS study found 
that about 25 percent of the EITC bene
fits claimed were claimed in error. 
While there was fraud, most erroneous 
claims were found to be unintentional. 
But this 25-percent figure still over
states the problem. It deals with what 
was claimed, not what was actually 
paid out, and that is the bottom-line 
question. The IRS detected many of 
those erroneous claims, corrected 
them, and avoided making any over
payments. Unfortunately, the 1994 IRS 
study did not determine the actual 
EITC overpayment rate. 

The error rate figure is deceivingly 
high for another reason. The 1,000 re
turns examined in the study were not 
representative of the EITC returns 
filed in 1994. They were only the re-

turns filed electronically during the 
first 2 weeks of the filing season. Error 
rate is likely to be higher among early 
electronic returns than among EITC 
returns overall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, what is 
most important is that the IRS, in re
sponse to the 1994 study, has initiated 
tough measures to scrutinize EITC re
turns. Before sending a payment, the 
IRS now verifies not only the Social 
Security numbers of all adult claim
ants, but also the numbers of all chil
dren in the EITC families to make sure 
that the claims are valid and that no 
child is claimed twice. Also, the GATT 
legislation enacted last fall included a 
provision requiring for the first time 
that Social security numbers be pro
vided for all infants. Several million 
returns have been delayed this year be
cause of discrepancies with Social Se
curity numbers. 

In addition, the IRS now pulls all 
EITC returns falling into error-prone 
categories, sends the families a ques
tionnaire and requires the families to 
provide additional documentation. 

So Mr. President, all the figures that 
we have heard, and are about to hear, 
are outdated. And given the new IRS 
compliance measures, they are not en
tirely relevant to the current debate. 
The IRS has recognized the problem, 
and its seeking to correct it. 

Do not get me wrong. I am not saying 
that fraud and error rates are OK. I am 
the last one who would imply such a 
thing. But I believe that, instead of 
seeking to reduce working people's tax 
credit, we should instead work with the 
IRS to reduce error rates. The IRS is 
making a lot of headway here. And we 
should all work to make sure it contin
ues. That is progress. Increasing the 
tax burden on our lowest income work
ing families is not something that we 
want to sponsor. 

Next, we have heard that the EITC is 
simply out of control. Well, I am here 
to tell you-it is not. The increases 
that we have seen in this tax credit 
have been mandated very specifically 
by Congress. We have scheduled in
creases by law and phased them in sev
eral years at a time. 

The first major increase in this tax 
credit took place under President 
Reagan in 1986. The second was initi
ated under President Bush in 1990. 

And in 1993 under President Clinton, 
the Congress approved this budget rec
onciliation act which very specifically 
sets forth the years that program in
creases will take place. These expan
sions took place to make work pay. 
They were done in recognition of the 
fact that other policies to assist the 
working poor-like the minimum 
wage-have become much weaker. And 
they were done so that a parent who 

works full time throughout the year 
would not have to raise his or her fam
ily in poverty. In fact, the 1993 increase 
was designed to do just that-it was de
signed so that a family of four in which 
the parent works at the minimum wage 
would be lifted to the poverty line. 

But even with these planned expan
sions, the disposable income of a work
ing mother with two children will be 
up to $3,000 lower, after adjusting for 
inflation, than in 1972 before the EITC 
was even created. 

Mr. President, after the three expan
sions specifically enacted under Presi
dents Reagan, Bush, and Clinton, the 
tax credit will return to its normally 
low rate of growth. In fact, after 1997 it 
will grow at a rate less than the GDP. 
I am sure there are not many provi
sions you could say that about in the 
tax package that the House put to
gether. 

We have also heard allegations that 
80 percent of the EITC goes to those 
with no income tax liability at all. 
Well, the truth of the matter is that 
the EITC was in tended to offset not 
only income taxes, but also payroll 
taxes and excise taxes. More than 80 
percent of the EITC goes directly to 
offset all of these taxes which are being 
paid by workers who are fighting to get 
out, and stay out, of poverty. 

Some also say this program discour
ages work. The argument is that-be
cause the credit phases out as family 
income increases spouses will be dis
couraged from getting jobs. It's an in
teresting theoretical argument. But 
what I find more persuasive is the way 
the tax credit has enabled people to 
work by helping them pay for things 
like child care, transportation or work 
clothes. I have heard from a lot of peo
ple who have used the credit for these 
things. But I have not heard from any
one who turned down job opportunities 
because it would affect their tax credit. 
Let me give another example from 
Ohio. Carol and Roy Wilmonts of Co
lumbus, OH received the EITC for the 
past 2 years. They used it to help pay 
bills. And Carol has had the flexibility 
to care for their kids-Amber, Ashley, 
Autumn, and Nicholas. You see, that's 
part of the equation people ignore. 
Some use the EITC to pay for child 
care. Others use it to provide the finan
cial flexibility for one spouse to stay at 
home and care for the kids. It is not a 
work disincentive for Carol. Roy re
ceived a promotion and is now manager 
at a Muffler King. He and Carol no 
longer receive a tax credit. But they 
are glad that they got one when they 
really needed it most. 

We have also heard that you get the 
credit even if you work just a tiny lit
tle bit. Well-what do you know-then 
you get just a tiny little credit. 

And we heard that those with little 
earned income but a lot of interest in
come can take advantage of the sys
tem. Well, at the request of the Clinton 
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administration we are putting an end 
to that through language in the self 
employed health care deduction bill 
that has now become law. 

Then we heard about the so-called 
marriage penalty. But no one bothered 
to mention that the EITC can also en
courage marriages. Without the EITC, 
there is a great deal of financial risk 
for a mother on AFDC who does not 
work and is considering marrying 
someone with low earnings. If she mar
ries, she and her children will become 
ineligible for AFDC and also lose some 
of their food stamps, not to mention 
the loss of Medicaid. 

The EITC helps to offset those losses. 
By tying the knot, the couple will gain 
an EITC benefit of up to $2,157 if they 
have one child and up to $3,564 if they 
have two or more children. This will 
partially, and in some States fully, 
make up for the loss of AFDC benefits. 
Encouraging single mothers who are on 
welfare to marry into working families 
is certainly worthwhile in my book. 

Some people may view the amount of 
credit that we are talking about as of 
little consequence. But let me offer an 
illustration provided by Dan Grunberg 
in testimony before the Governmental 
Affairs Committee. For someone who 
has a weekly take home pay of less 
than $200, the average EITC payment of 
$1,500 is almost 8 weeks pay. That 
makes a big difference. 

Mr. President, it is hard to escape 
the harsh irony that we are discussing 
tax increases on those fighting to es
cape poverty, while at the same time 
the House is proposing a massive pack
age of tax cuts that will benefit the 
wealthiest Americans and largest cor
porations. Since I came to the Senate, 
I have worked for fairness and progres
sivity in the Tax Code. The majority's 
EITC proposal, especially in the face of 
the House tax cut package, is neither 
fair nor progressive. It is Robin Hood 
in reverse. 

So, Mr. President, count me as a sup
porter of the EITC. We can sit around 
here all day with fancy charts, graph
ics, and statistics. But nothing will 
substitute for the personal experiences 
of real people like Roy and Carol 
Wilmonts. They are working hard to 
get by. They needed that little extra 
help that EITC offers. And they worked 
hard for it. 

Mr. President, I encourage my col
leagues to support the Bradley amend
ment and oppose tax increases on the 
working poor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's additional time has expired. 

Mr. GLENN. I appreciate the time. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, we 

will withhold further comment on this 
side until the other side has a chance 
to state their case as to why they want 
a tax increase on working Americans. 
That is the basic question. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Who controls the 
time on the other side? Does Senator 
BRADLEY? How much time have they 
used so far? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey has used 40 min
utes, and has 20 minutes left. The Sen
ator from New Mexico has 55 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania, Senator SANTORUM, de
sires to speak for how much time? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Five minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. President, I designate Senator 

NICKLES to be the manager of the time 
remaining on this amendment in my 
behalf. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from the Pennsylvania, Senator 
SANTORUM, is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. I 
was struck by the arguments presented 
by the Senator from New Jersey in 
favor of this amendment about this Re
publican budget being a tax increase. 

Let me just first state, again, this 
goes without saying, all of the amend
ments that are being offered by the 
other side of the aisle are, in a sense, 
bogus because they take us off the path 
to a balanced budget. As a result, this 
money that they draw from, this $170 
billion that is being used to pay for 
this amendment, does not exist because 
once you put the tax credit back in, 
you then throw us off the line to get us 
to a balanced budget which then, ac
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, gets us the $170 billion. 

So by putting this amendment on, 
the budget is no longer balanced, there 
is no $170 billion and, guess what? We 
do not have a balanced budget, we have 
no $170 billion, and we are back to the 
same place as before, which is adding 
to the deficit, not getting to a balanced 
budget. 

Anyone who believes that there is 
money here for this program-there 
just is not money here for this pro
gram. This blows the whole deal. This 
is another attempt by the other side to 
say we do not want a balanced budget 
because if we pass this we do not have 
a balanced budget. So let us put all 
this tax cut or no tax cut--that is a red 
herring. This proposal destroys the bal
anced budget, period. It destroys it, No. 
1. 

No. 2, I found it absolutely amazing 
that the Senator from New Jersey 
would talk about all these tax cuts or 
tax benefits or tax expenditures, $480 
billion in tax expenditures and then, 
admission against interest, he admit
ted most of those tax expenditures he 
supports. Of course, the lion's share of 
them, the biggest is health insurance; 
second is home mortgage deduction; 
and third is property taxes and income 
tax deduction. 

I am sure he does not oppose any of 
those. That is, by far, the lion's share. 
What does he point out as the big one? 
Section 29. Section 29. This little provi
sion in the Tax Code for tight sands 
drilling of oil and natural gas. 

Now, let us look at section 29, this 
big glaring one that makes everything 
else illegitimate. Section 29 applies 
only to wells drilled prior to 1993. This 
thing has been phased out. It is not 
even around anymore. It is only for old 
wells. This was taken care of a few 
years ago. So he is arguing we should 
get rid of a provision we have already 
gotten rid of. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Does the Senator 
deny that the provision in the Repub
lican proposal will increase the tax on 
working families? 

Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator will 
admit that by reducing the rate of 
growth in this program, people will not 
get the tax breaks that were intended 
under the Clinton 1993 budget, yes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes. So it is a tax in
crease on working families. 

Mr. SANTORUM. It is not a tax in
crease. What it says is that people who 
are-! find it absolutely amazing to 
suggest that people who get a refund, 
and 90 percent of the people in this pro
gram do not · pay any income tax. Let 
me repeat that, almost 90 percent of 
the people who get the earned income 
tax credit pay no Federal income taxes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield for another question? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I have not yielded. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. SANTORUM. Let me finish my 

point. I do not know how you can say 
that it is a tax increase if 90 percent of 
the people receiving this money do not 
pay taxes. To me, when you are giving 
money back, in fact you are giving a 
negative income tax to a group of peo
ple and you are saying you are not 
going to let that increase so they can 
get more negative income tax. I do not 
know how you consider that a tax in
crease, an increase in taxes. What we 
are saying is we are not going to give 
you more money that you have not 
paid already. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Does the Senator 
agree that these working families pay 
Social Security taxes? 

Mr. SANTORUM. This is a tax credit 
for Federal taxes. That is what this 
program is. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I am sorry. We will 
hear later from the Senator from Lou
isiana, who can address the purpose of 
the originator, Senator Long of Louisi
ana. The point the Senator misses, and 
I think the other side admits this con
sistently--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania has 
expired. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. Can I have an addi

tional 2 minutes? 
Mr. NICKLES. I yield the Senator 2 

additional minutes. 
Mr. SANTORUM. I will just suggest 

90 percent of the people in this program 
do not pay any Federal income taxes, 
and that when you have a program, as 
the Senator from Oklahoma I know is 
going to point out, that is fraudulent 
to the point of-the Senator from New 
Jersey said 13 percent. There are re
ports it is as high as 45 percent. 

I know myself, I am waiting for my 
tax return to come back, and the rea
son the Internal Revenue gave me, in 
writing, why I am 2 months delayed in 
getting my tax return back is because 
they are having so many problems in 
trying to track down the fraud in the 
earned income tax credit provision of 
the Tax Code. This program has a lot of 
problems. 

I want to get back to the original 
point the Senator made, how we have 
all these terrible provisions in the Tax 
Code that benefit corporate America. 
He points out, one, section 29, which 
has been eliminated, he supports pro
grams like section 936. 

It is funny, the Senator from New 
Jersey did not comment on the pref
erential tax provision for drug compa
nies in New Jersey, and in fact sup
ported that provision as recently as the 
last budget go-around when the Clinton 
administration cut that program back 
and there was an amendment on the 
floor of the Senate to eliminate that 
program, and the Senator from New 
Jersey refused to eliminate it. 

Now, we can play this double stand
ard. Because they do not have oil in 
New Jersey, they are against section 
29; but if there are drug companies in 
New Jersey, they are not against sec
tion 936. 

That is the demagoguery that goes 
on around here. We will point to cor
porate tax cuts, unless of course, the 
corporation is in your State. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Would the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I have been very 
generous in yielding. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator is 
wrong. In 1993 we cut that provision by 
40 percent. If the Senator is arguing 
that we should cut every other cor
porate provision by 40 percent, his ar
gument would be consistent. I do not 
think he is arguing that. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The addi
tional 2 minutes has expired. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, 30 
seconds, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. SANTORUM. If we look at the 
amendment on the floor to eliminate 
section 936, the Senator from New Jer
sey voted against it. He voted to keep 
section 936 for drug companies, many 
of whom are based in New Jersey. 

So we can look through the entire 
Tax Code. There are lots of provisions 
in there that benefit specific indus
tries, some of them for very good rea
sons, others not so good. To suggest 
that the entire Tax Code is one big 
loophole for corporate America belies 
the numbers. No. 1, where most of the 
tax expenditures are, in fact, for the 
earned income tax credit, health insur
ance, property taxes, local income 
taxes, and the home interest deduction. 

I would just suggest, as the Senator 
from Oklahoma will talk about, this 
program has problems with fraud, is a 
very harsh program as far as work dis
incentive, and there is a lot of informa
tion out there how the folks in this 
program are, in fact, not full-time 
workers who are just above the poverty 
level, but in fact only part-time work
ers who get a subsidy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I find 

it ironic that the Senator from Penn
sylvania is aggressively defending all 
the special interest provisions in the 
Tax Code, while at the same time he is 
for a flat tax. 

How can the Senator be for a flat tax 
and want to eliminate all the special 
interest tax provisions. 

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey for yielding. 

There is a great country and western 
song. I think country and western writ
ers are some of the best philosophers 
that we will ever see in society. In one 
of the songs this guy is singing. he 
says, ''After the breakup, she got the 
gold mine and I got the shaft." 

If you are a working family in Amer
ica that makes $28,500 a year-which I 
would point out is most of the people 
in my State of Louisiana by a huge 
amount-you are getting ready to get 
the shaft; somebody else is going to get 
the gold mine. 

Budgets are about priorities. There is 
no clearer priority than what we are 
talking about right now. What the 
budget that is pending says, "If you are 
a working family that works every 
day, works hard, pays your taxes, fol
lows the law, and does what society 
tells you to do, you are getting ready 
to get the shaft." 

We can argue about whether this is a 
tax cut or a tax increase, but the facts 
are very clear: What the budget pro
posal says, for a family that makes 
$28,500 or less with two children in this 
country, that family is getting ready 
to have to pay a lot more to Uncle 
Sam. That family is getting ready to 
have to dig into their wallet at the end 
of the year and send money to Wash
ington that they did not have to do last 
year because of this budget. 

Now, somebody can say that is not a 
tax increase. But I must say, if a per
son has to pay more than they paid last 
year, that "ain't" fun. If a person has 

to pay more than they paid last year, 
call it anything, but that person is 
going to be hurt. 

Now, we have heard people talk 
about what people said, and Senator 
DOMENICI is on the floor, who talked 
about this program in the past. My 
predecessor in the U.S. Senate, Senator 
Russell Long, a person I have tremen
dous amount of respect for, says we 
have to start making work more at
tractive than welfare. 

How many times have we heard 
speeches on the floor, "The problem is 
people don't work enough. We have too 
many people on welfare." 

Ronald Reagan said this program, 
when it was passed, was "The best anti
poverty, the best profamily, the best 
job-creation measure to ever come out 
of the Congress.'' 

Today, this budget says we are going 
to slash it, and we are going to give the 
shaft to the people of this country who 
are hard-working Americans who are 
trying to make ends meet, trying to 
send their kids to school, trying to 
make sure they do not go on welfare. 
We will make it a lot harder. That is 
one thing. 

Again, budgets being about prior
ities, what are they doing with the 
money? It is one thing to cut people 
who work every day really hard and 
are barely making it, can barely afford 
to pay the rent, and say "We will take 
this money away from you, that we are 
trying to help you with,'' and we are 
going to try and give a tax cut to fami
lies that make up to $200,000 a year-a 
tax cut of about $5,000 over the next 5 
years-and weal thy taxpayers earning 
up to $350,000 get a tax cut of $20,000 
when all of their tax cuts are fully 
phased in. 

Now, people say we do not want to 
get into class warfare. I am not talking 
about class warfare. I am talking about 
something called fairness. Is it fair to 
say to someone making $28,000, "We 
will make you pay more," in order to 
say to people who make $200,000, "You 
will pay less." 

What are our priorities? Budgets are 
about priori ties. It is one thing to say 
this program is not working exactly 
like it was supposed to. I would suggest 
it is. I would suggest the Senator from 
Pennsylvania who says that it only ap
plies to offset income tax knows not of 
what he is speaking, because it is clear
ly not correct to say that. It is clearly 
not correct. 

This program was expanded by a bi
partisan effort, I would point out, to 
include not only income taxes. We 
know people making that amount of 
money do not pay a lot of income 
taxes. But we have increased a payroll 
tax five times. These people get hit 
with a payroll tax, get hit with a gaso
line tax Congress passed, get hit with 
excise tax, and alcohol and tobacco and 
other products. All of these taxes can 
be used to offset the earned income tax 
credit, not just the income tax. 
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We know the figures, that a lot of the 

people do not pay income taxes, but ev
eryone pays payroll taxes, excise taxes, 
gasoline taxes, and all the other things 
that get hit and keep them in the bow
els of poverty. 

Again, who is getting the shaft and 
who is getting the gold mine? I think it 
is pretty clear that this suggestion 
says we will repeal any of the in
creases. 

What else do they do with regard to 
this proposition? I think it is very im
portant to know. 

Here is what the proposal does: No. 1. 
It repeals the 1996 increase in deduc
tions that people who are working and 
making 28,000 a year get. It repeals it 
outright. It also repeals the workers 
who do not have children, the credit 
that they would get. 

Is it not fair to have people who do 
not have children to not be able to ben
efit in the program? In 1993 Congress 
added this section. In a bipartisan ef
fort, under that credit, taxpayers with
out children would be eligible for some 
credit. This budget says they are out of 
here, forget them, we are not going to 
help them. I do not understand that. 
Well, you can say that is not a tax in
crease but, by golly, they are going to 
pay more money to the Federal Gov
ernment. And I do not think it helps 
them or makes them feel better to say 
those people in Washington told me 
this was not a tax increase, but I am 
paying more money than the last time. 
How can that not be a tax increase? It 
definitely comes out of their back 
pocket at a time when Congress is say
ing: Get off the dole, go to work, sup
port your family, follow the law and, 
by the way, we are going to make you 
pay more so we can give a tax cut to 
people making $200,000 a year. Prior
ities. It is a question of priorities. 

Now, I know some people are going to 
say, well, this program has increased 
so much and we have this huge in
crease, and it is just going out of con
trol. Let me suggest that the growth 
rate is not explosive and it is not out of 
control. It is doing exactly what Con
gress intended it to do. It is growing 
because it was designed to grow be
cause of expansions in the bill that 
were signed into law. The charts are 
going to show something that goes up 
like that. That is because Congress 
said, in a bipartisan manner, that in 
addition to income tax, we are going to 
cover things like payroll tax, which is 
the most regressive tax of all; we are 
going to cover the gas tax, which we 
have increased; the payroll tax, which 
is increased; the excise tax on prod
ucts, which has increased several 
times. Of course, it has increased and it 
is starting to level off. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by my friends on the other side of the 

aisle because we need to restrain the 
growth of the earned-income tax cred
it. I want to make several comments, 
and I am going to insert several charts 
and figures into the RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of my statement, these 
charts be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, my col

leagues are certainly entitled to their 
own opinions, but they are not entitled 
to their own facts. The fact is that this 
program is growing rampantly out of 
control. It has been, without a doubt, 
the fastest growing entitlement pro
gram in Government. It is also prob
ably the most fraudulent program we 
have in Government. I want to refute 
the statement I have heard almost all 
of my colleagues on the other side 
say-that this is a tax increase on the 
working poor. They are totally wrong. 

The changes we are talking about 
making in the EITC program are not a 
tax increase on anyone. What we are 
doing is reducing the rate of growth of 
a program that is growing in cost by 
leaps and bounds. We are not talking 
about tax credits. We are talking about 
reducing the amount of checks that we 
are writing-outlays. This is a cash 
benefit program. Eighty percent of the 
money in this program is written in a 
check at the end of the year. 

It is not a reduction in somebody's 
taxes. It is a payment; it is a negative 
income tax. In almost 99-plus percent 
of the cases, it is a check paid as a re
fund to people in a lump sum payment. 
These lump sum payments have been 
r1smg dramatically. My colleagues 
need to be aware of the exploding costs 
in this program. The numbers on this 
chart are what the Federal Govern
ment is actually spending. I will have 
this inserted in to the RECORD so my 
colleagues can see it. The growth in 
this program is astronomical. I heard a 
couple colleagues saying Ronald 
Reagan and others were supporters of 
this program. Let us put their support 
in context. 

In 1980, this program's outlays were 
$1.4 billion. In 1986, they were $1.5 bil
lion. So in 5 or 6 years, the outlays al
most had no increase. So it was very, 
very small, program. In 1986, we had 
some increases, and by 1990, this pro
gram's outlays were $5.3 billion. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I want to make a sig
nificant statement, and I will ·yield at 
a later time. 

That is a pretty significant growth, 
from $1 billion to $5 billion. Look at 
this chart to see what happened since 
1990, because now we are talking about 
a program that is going to be 30 billion 
dollars plus. Again, I am just talking 
about outlays, what the Federal Gov
ernment is writing a check for. I am 

not talking about a tax credit that 
somebody has to reduce their taxes. I 
am talking about what the Govern
ment is writing the check for-outlays 
where the Government is writing a 
check. 

These figures are exploding. In 1990, 
outlays were $5 billion. In 1992, they 
doubled and went to $10 billion. By 
1995, the outlays went to $20 billion, 
and they continue to escalate. In 1997, 
outlays for the EITC will be $23.8 bil
lion. Again, I will have these inserted 
into the RECORD. The growth rate for 
the last several years in EITC outlays, 
beginning in 1990, was 14 percent, 55 
percent, 22 percent, 21 percent, 42 per
cent in 1994, and 18 percent in 1995. 

Those are increases in outlays where 
we are writing checks, not reducing 
someone's tax liability. Uncle Sam is 
writing a cash payment benefit. 
Again-this is 10 times the rate of 
growth of inflation over most of these 
years. 

The cost of this program now exceeds 
the cost for Aid for Families with De
pendent Children. We are going to talk 
about welfare reform very soon. Sen
ator BRADLEY, myself, and others are 
going to be working on a welfare mark
up tomorrow. We will focus on AFDC 
because it has been the largest cash as
sistance program for welfare depend
ents. The EITC exceeds AFDC. It did 
not a couple years ago. 

This chart maybe is a little more 
confusing, and thus needs explanation. 
You see the red, which is the outlays. 
The green here is the credit portion. So 
the total cost of this program, esti
mated by the year 2002, is going to be 
$36.2 billion. That is an unbelievable 
explosion of a program that only cost a 
couple of billion dollars back in the 
late 1970's and even in the early 1980's. 
The total cost of the program in 1986 
was $2 billion. The total cost of the 
program in 1990 was $6.9 billion. The 
total cost of the program in 1994 was 
$21.8 billion. It tripled between 1990 and 
1994-tripled; it went from less than $7 
billion to $21.8 billion. By 1996, it goes 
up to $28.4 billion. Again, the growth 
rate in the total cost of this program, 
outlays and credits, is astounding. In 
1991, it went up 60 percent; in 1992, 17 
percent; in 1993, 20 percent; in 1994, 40 
percent; in 1995, 16 percent; and in 1996, 
12 percent. 

Now, the cost of the EITC is growing 
for a lot of different reasons. One, Con
gress has increased the amount of 
money people are eligible for. But I 
will give you some figures. The maxi
mum credit in 1990 for two or more 
children was $953. From 1976 through 
1978, the maximum credit anybody 
could receive out of this program was 
$400. In 1979, all the way through 1984, 
it was $500. Then, in 1985 and 1986, it 
was $550. Then it has increased sub
stantially every year. In 1990, a person 
could receive $953. So it basically dou
bled from 1979 to 1990-the maximum 
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amount of credit that anybody could 
receive for two or more children. 

Again, keep in mind that 99 percent 
of the people who file returns for this 
receive a lump sum payment. So $1,000 
is not a bad deal. More and more people 
found out about it and thought, hey, 
this is a pretty good deal. They can file 
an income tax return even though most 
of these people have income such that 
they are not going to pay any Federal 
income tax. Maybe they will pay some 
Social Security tax, but they will file a 
return and get $953. Then more and 
more people became eligible. Congress 
increased eligibility and people became 
aware that it could be very easily 
cheated. 

The maximum amount went up dra
matically. In 1995, it was $1,511. It went 
up another 50 percent over that period 
of time. From $953 in 1990; and in 1993, 
$1,511. In 1994, Congress made some 
changes in a tax bill that not any Re
publican voted for. I do not remember 
anybody saying we are going to in
crease the maximum amount on the in
come tax credit from $1,511 to $2,528 in 
1 year. The maximum tax credit went 
from $1,511 to $2,528. In 1995, the maxi
mum tax credit is $3,110. In a few years, 
we went from less than $1,000 to $3,110. 
It has tripled. No wonder the cost of 
this program is climbing up out of con
trol. We went from a maximum credit 
for a family with two or more children 
of less than $1,000 to $3,000 in 5 years. 
You can see why there was an explo
sion in cost. 

Unfortunately, there was also an ex
plosion in fraud. For my colleagues to 
defend a program that has had this 
kind of fraud and error rate I think is 
unbelievable. I am just looking at a 
GAO study that was given to the Sen
ate in March 1995. It says, "The most 
recent taxpayer compliance measure
ment program shows that about 42 per
cent of EIC recipients receive too large 
a credit and 32 percent were not able to 
show they were entitled to any credit." 

Think of that, 32 percent of those 
surveyed could not show that they are 
entitled to receive any credit. One
third of the beneficiaries were not able 
to show that they were entitled to any 
credit? And we are expanding it on this 
kind of scale? People can receive $3,100 
and one-third could not even defend 
that they were entitled to receive it 
and 42 percent showed an error? Maybe 
some of those errors were small, maybe 
some of them were large, maybe some 
of them were intentional, maybe some 
of them were not, but about 34 percent 
of EIC paid out was awarded erro
neously. 

Mr. President, 34 percent was award
ed erroneously? Wow, think of that. We 
are talking about a program that is 
bigger than AFDC, a program that is 
growing at this kind of rate, and it has 
that kind of fraud and error rate. 

What are these radical Republican 
proposals that I keep hearing about 

that we are taxing working poor? That 
is false. I just totally deny that accusa
tion. That irritates me. What we are 
trying to do is stem the tide of a pro
gram that is totally out of control. Re
publicans think we should control it. 
As my colleagues know, we are not 
passing tax law on the floor of the Sen
ate . We are not rewriting the program. 
We are saying we have a program that 
is out of control and we ought to con
tain its growth. 

Under the Republican package, let 
me mention, the total cost of this pro
gram grows from $25 billion in 1995 to 
$28 billion in 1996. It continues to grow 
about $1 billion a year to $32 billion by 
the year 2002. In other words, under the 
proposal we are suggesting to the Fi
nance Committee, EITC would con
tinue to grow, but it would grow about 
$1 billion per year, a little over 3 or 4 
percent per year, whereas under cur
rent law it continues to grow much 
faster than that. 

Let me give a couple of specific ex
amples. As I mentioned, right now 
under the earned-income tax credit, a 
person with two or more children is 
able to receive $3,110. Under the plan 
that some of us are proposing, next 
year that person could receive $3,119 
and that figure would continue to in
crease every year so by the year 2000 a 
person with two or more children could 
receive $3,560. So, again the maximum 
credit allowed would increase every 
single year. Granted, it will not in
crease as fast as provided under cur
rent law. A person could receive, again, 
lump sum payments under current law 
from $3,110 in 1995 to over $4,000 by the 
year 2000. We allow the increase to go 
from about $3,110 in 1995 to $3,560 by 
the year 2000. So we have smaller in
creases. 

The current law says let us take it up 
to $4,000. Again, keep in mind most 
people are receiving this as a lump sum 
payment. I think that is a great incen
tive for fraud. If you cheat on your tax 
return, not only do you reduce your 
taxes, which is what happens in most 
cases, but Uncle Sam is going to write 
you a check. Right now the check is 
$3,110. We found a lot of fraud when 
people were getting just $953. What are 
they going to do when they can get 
$4,000? So we think we need to curb this 
abuse. We need to eliminate the fraud. 
We need to slow, not expand, this pro
gram. We did not even freeze the pro
gram. Maybe we should have. 

A program this fraudulent probably 
should have been frozen. We did not do 
that. Actually, if you had frozen the 
program for 7 years I think you save 
$50 billion. We did not do that. We just 
slowed the rate of growth. For my col
leagues to insinuate that is a tax in
crease on the working poor, I beg to 
differ. I think that is totally false. 

If we are ever, ever going to balance 
the budget, we have to curtail the 
growth of programs that are growing a 

lot more rapidly than inflation. I have 
already given the figures of the rapid 
cost of this program. We are trying to 
constrain it in our proposal. If we allow 
Uncle Sam to continue writing checks 
that grow from $953 in 1990 to $3,110 in 
1995 to $4,000 in 2000, this program will 
not be contained. These numbers will 
continue to climb off the charts and we 
will have deficit spending. Not only 
will we continue to have deficit spend
ing but we are going to find that too 
many people are eligible for this pro
gram-! have read in one case where 30 
to 40-some-odd percent of the District 
of Columbia is now eligible for this 
program. 

You are going to continue to have 
rampant, rampant abuse, I am afraid, 
because the dollars are so large. And 
that would be a serious mistake. So I 
will send a second degree amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

I will postpone that. I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT-TWO OR MORE CHILDREN 

Year 

1976 ............ .. ...... .. .. .. 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 ..... 
1984 
1985 
1986 .. .. 
1987 .. .. 
1988 .. .. 
1989 . 
1990 . 
1991 
1992 .. 
1993 ... ...... .. ...... .... .... .. 
1994 .......................... .. 
1995 .......................... .. 

1996 ...... .. .. 
1997 .... 
1998 
1999 ............... .. ........... 
2000 ..... .............. .. 

Min 
Credit Maximum income 
percent credit for max 

credit 

Historical 

10.00 $400 $4,000 
10.00 400 4,000 
10.00 400 4,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
10.00 500 5,000 
11.00 550 5,000 
11.00 550 5,000 
14.00 851 6,080 
14.00 874 6,240 
14.00 910 6,500 
14.00 953 6,810 
17.30 1,235 7,140 
18.40 1,384 7,520 
19.50 1,511 7.750 
30.00 2,528 8,425 
36.00 3,110 8,640 

Current Law 

40.00 3,564 8,910 
40.00 3,680 9,200 
40.00 3,804 9,510 
40.00 3,936 9,840 
40.00 4,068 10,170 

Senate GOP Proposals 

1996 35.00 3,119 8,910 
1997 35.00 3,220 9,200 
1998 35.00 3,329 9,510 
1999 ............................ 35.00 3,444 9,840 
2000 35.00 3,560 10,170 

Provided by Senator Don Nickles, 05/18/95. 
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. 

Max 
income 
for max 
credit 

$4,000 
4,000 
4.000 
6.000 
6,000 
6,000 
6,000 
6,000 
6,000 
6,500 
6,500 
6,920 
9,840 

10,240 
10.730 
11 ,250 
11 ,840 
12,200 
11 ,000 
11 .290 

11,630 
12,010 
12,420 
12,840 
13,280 

11.630 
12,010 
12,420 
12,840 
13,280 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT-ONE CHILD 

Min Max 

Year Credit Maximum income income 
percent credit for max for max 

credit credit 

1976 .. 10.00 $400 $4,000 $4,000 
1977 .... 10.00 400 4,000 4,000 
1978 ..................... 10.00 400 4,000 4,000 
1979 ................. 10.00 500 5,000 6,000 
1980 10.00 500 5,000 6,000 
1981 10.00 500 5,000 6,000 
1982 10.00 500 5,000 6,000 
1983 10.00 500 5,000 6,000 

Zero 
credit 
income 

$8,000 
8,000 
8,000 

10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
11 ,000 
11,000 
15,432 
18,576 
19,340 
20.264 
21 ,250 
22,370 
23,049 
25,296 
26,673 

28,553 
29,484 
30,483 
31 ,529 
32,596 

27,720 
28,634 
29,504 
30,620 
31 ,656 

Phase-
out 

income 

$8,000 
8,000 
8,000 

10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
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EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT-ONE CHILD- Continued 

Credit Maximum Year percent cred it 

1984 .. ...... 10.00 500 
1985 .......... 11.00 550 
1986 ········· ····· ······· ···· 11.00 550 
1987 ............ ................ 14.00 851 
1988 ··········· ·· 14.00 874 
1989 ........... 14.00 910 
1990 .... 14.00 953 
1991 ············ 16.70 1,192 
1992 ............ 17.60 1,324 
1993 .. ..... 18.50 1,434 
1994 26.30 2,038 
1995 ........... ... .... ........ 34.00 2,094 

Current Law 

1996 . 34.00 

1975 ......... . 
1976 .. . 
1977 .. . 
1978 .. .. 
1979 .................................. .. 
1980 ............................ .. .. .. ........ . 
1981 ................ . 
1982 ................ . 
1983 .. . 
1984 .. . 
1985 
1986 
1987 .. .. 

2,156 

Year 

1988 ...... ...... .. .................... ................ . 
1989 ...... .. 
1990 .. . 
1991 . 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 ......................... .. 
1999 .................................... .. 
2000 .................................... . 
2001 .............................. .. 
2002 .. 

Provided by Senator Don Nickles, 05/18/95. 
Source: CBO. 

Min Max Phase-income income 
for max for max out 

credit cred it income 

5,000 6,000 10,000 
5,000 6,500 11 ,000 
5,000 6,500 11 ,000 
6,080 6,920 15.432 
6,240 9,840 18,576 
6.500 10,240 19,340 
6,810 10,730 20.264 
7,140 11 ,250 21 ,250 
7,520 11 ,840 22 ,370 
7,750 12,200 23,054 
7,750 11 ,000 23 ,7 55 
6,160 11 ,290 24 ,396 

6,340 11,630 25,119 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support for the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey. This amendment 
makes sense. It restores $21 billion in 
cuts over the next 7 years in the earned 
income tax credit in the Senate Repub
lican budget resolution. Like their cuts 
in Medicare and education, the Repub
lican's cuts in this tax credit are short
sighted and wrong. 

At a time when many working Amer
icans are struggling to make ends 
meet, the Senate Republican budget 
plan would hike taxes on low-income 
workers by as much as $350 a year. It 
would repeal the final phase of the 
earned income tax credit expansion en
acted as part of the 1993 budget act, 
and it would repeal the earned income 
tax credit for workers without a child 

I do not understand the desire to cut 
the earned income tax credit. Ronald 
Reagan, a President that I did not al
ways agree with, had it right when it 
came to the earned income tax credit. 
President Reagan called the earned in
come tax credit: "the best antipoverty, 
the best pro-family, the best job-cre
ation measure to come out of Con
gress." 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT-ONE CHILD-Continued 

Min 

Year Credit Maximum income 
percent credit for max 

cred it 

1997 34.00 2.227 6,550 
1998 .. 34.00 2,305 6,780 
1999 .. 34.00 2,383 7,010 
2000 34.00 2,462 7,240 

Senate GOP Proposals 

1996 ......... ...... .. ..... ..... . 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

30.15 
30.15 
30.15 
30.15 
30.15 

2,156 
2,225 
2,300 
2,379 
2,460 

Provided by Senator Oon Nickles, 05118/95. 
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. 

7,150 
7,380 
7,630 
7,890 
8,160 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 

Max Phase-income out for max income cred it 

12,010 25.946 
12,420 26,846 
12,840 27,755 
13,280 28.584 

11 ,630 25,120 
12,010 25,934 
12,420 26,816 
12,840 27.726 
13,280 28,676 

Tota l cost Percent Outlay cost Percent Revenue 
cost (billions) growth (billions) growth (billions) 

1.3 0.9 0.4 
1.3 4 0.9 - I 0.4 
1.1 -13 0.9 -I 0.2 
1.0 -7 0.8 -9 0.2 
2.1 96 1.4 74 0.7 
2.0 -3 1.4 -2 0.6 
1.9 - 4 1.3 -7 0.6 
1.8 - 7 1.2 -4 0.6 
1.8 I 1.3 5 0.5 
1.6 - 9 1.2 - 10 0.5 
2.1 27 1.5 29 0.6 
2.0 -4 1.5 - I 0.5 
3.9 96 2.9 98 1.0 
5.9 50 4.3 45 1.6 
6.6 12 4.6 9 2.0 
6.9 5 5.3 14 1.6 

11.1 60 8.2 55 2.9 
13.0 17 10.0 22 3.0 
15.6 20 12.1 21 3.5 
21.8 40 17.2 42 4.6 
25.3 16 20.3 18 5.0 
28.4 12 22.9 13 5.5 
29.6 4 23.8 4 5.8 
30.9 4 24.9 5 6.0 
32.2 4 26.0 4 6.2 
33.5 4 27.0 4 6.5 
34.8 4 28.0 4 6.8 
36.2 4 29.1 4 7.1 

President Reagan was right. This tax 
credit does reward low-income Ameri
cans for working. It makes a huge dif
ference for families struggling to pay 
the rent and buy food for their kids. 

The tax credit is available to low-in
come workers only. If you do not work, 
you do not get the credit. The credit 
starts phasing out at $11,000 for fami
lies with children and at $5,000 for 
workers without children. It ends for 
families with two children at $25,296, 
families with one child at $23,755, and 
workers with no children at $9,000. 

In my home State of Vermont, the 
earned income tax credit has been a big 
success making work pay for low-in
come workers. 

In 1993, 25,279 working Vermonters 
benefited from the earned income tax 
credit. Under the Senate Republican 
budget resolution, however, the earned 
income tax credit in Vermont would be 
cut by $29 million over the next 7 
years. The Treasury Department esti
mates this cut would increase taxes on 
20,156 working Vermonters by an aver
age of $1,433 per taxpayer over the next 
7 years. 

Some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle claim that these cuts 

IMPACT OF REFORMING THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 200 I 2002 Total 

EITC baseline (CBO) 28 30 31 32 34 35 36 226 
EITC reforms .. ... (0) (3) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (21) 
EITC baseline after 

reforms .. ... 28 26 28 29 30 31 32 204 

Provided by Senator Don Nickles. 05/18/95. 
Source: CBO and Senate Budget Committee majority staff (billions of dol-

Iars). 

Percent Number of Percent Average Percent family growth beneficiaries growth cred it growth 

6,215,000 $201 
16 6,473,000 4 200 0 

- 39 5,627,000 - 13 200 0 
0 5,192,000 - 8 202 I 

166 7,135,000 37 288 43 
- 6 6,954,000 - 3 286 - I 

3 6,717,000 - 3 285 0 
- 13 6,395,000 -5 278 - 2 
- 8 7,368,000 15 224 -19 
- 6 6,376,000 - 13 257 15 
24 7,432,000 17 281 9 

-10 7,156,000 -4 281 0 
89 8,738,000 22 450 60 
64 11,148,000 28 529 18 
20 11 ,696,000 5 564 7 

- 17 12,612,000 8 549 - 3 
78 13,700,000 9 813 48 
3 14,100,000 3 924 14 

17 15,200,000 8 1,027 11 
31 19,500,000 28 1,118 9 
9 19,800,000 2 1,283 15 

10 20,200,000 2 1.407 10 
5 20,400,000 I 1,452 3 
3 20,600,000 I 1,501 3 
3 20,800,000 I 1.548 3 
5 21 ,000,000 I 1,593 3 
5 21 ,200,000 I 1,639 3 
4 21 ,400,000 I 1,687 3 

are necessary because of some fraudu
lent claims involving the earned in
come tax credit. But that argument is 
more than a little disingenuous. 

An IRS study has found some error 
rates in the credit, but the Clinton ad
ministration has responded aggres
sively to address this problem. Specifi
cally, the administration has developed 
12 measures to ensure simplicity and 
verifiability of the earned income tax 
credit. And the IRS is now matching 
social security numbers with tax re
turns to further verify credit takers. 

The Senate Republican budget reso
lution, however, contains only one of 
the administration's antifraud propos
als. Instead of adopting the administra
tion's antifraud proposals or other 
antifraud measures, this budget resolu
tion simply cuts the tax credit. In fact, 
this budget resolution cuts the earned 
income tax credit by $21 billion over 
the next 7 years because it's a quick 
way to collect budget-cutting dollars 
at the expense of a constituency that 
rarely votes-the working poor. 

Cutting the earned income tax credit 
and raising taxes on the working poor 
is exactly the wrong thing to do now. 
Unfortunately, we are suffering 
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through an era of stagnant wage 
growth. Just last month, the Depart
ment of Labor reported that median 
weekly earnings of nonsupervisory 
workers rose just 1.9 percent over the 
past year. While at the same time, 
consumer prices rose 2.8 percent. 

And last year just continued the los
ing trend of the 1980's. During the 
1980's, the gap between the rich and 
poor grew faster in the United States 
than anywhere else in the Western 
world. According to an April 1995 study 
by Prof. Edward Wolff of New York 
University, three-quarters of the in
come gains during the 1980's and 100 
percent of the increased wealth went to 
the top 20 percent of families. The re
maining 80 percent of u.s. families lost 
in real wage power. 

Wo_rkers are treading water or worse 
~gainst the rising tide of inflation. 
Now is not the time to cut a tax credit 
that rewards the poor for working, In
stead, I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment to restore the earned 
income tax credit. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
Senator BRADLEY to restore funding for 
the earned income tax credit. The 
Bradley amendment would restore the 
EITC by redirecting $16.9 billion of the 
proposed $170 billion budget surplus to 
working lower income Americans. Sim
ply stated, the Bradley amendment of
fers a clear choice to the Members of 
this body: We can impose a $16.9 billion 
tax increase on working Americans or 
we can ask well-to-do people to bear 
some portion of the economic sacrifice 
necessary to restore our Nation's eco
nomic vitality. 

Mr. President, tax expenditures are 
one of the fastest growing items in the 
Federal budget. Over the next 7 years, 
the U.S. Government will spend in ex
cess of $4 trillion-that's right, tril
lion-on tax writeoffs, loopholes, and 
hidden breaks. And while there are 
some tax expenditures that help 
middle- and lower-income Americans, 
most of our tax expenditures end up 
benefiting the upper end of the eco
nomic ladder. 

The budget before us today does not 
touch tax benefits for the weal thy and 
powerful. We all know that situation 
exists because the special interests 
that benefit from our current tax 
scheme have both the resources and 
ability to protect their advantages. On 
the other hand, Americans who rely on 
the EITC are too busy working-or 
worrying about their childrens' health 
or education-or struggling to make 
ends meet in these challenging and dif
ficult times-to know that the Con
gress is about to hit them with a hid
den tax increase. Because that is just 
what a reduction in the ETIC is-a tax 
increase. 

Mr. President, the EITC provides a 
tangible economic incentive to lower 
income Americans to work for a living. 

In my own State of Wisconsin, 2,294,126 
returns were filed for the 1993 tax year. 
Of this total, 189,831 returns contained 
earned income tax credit refunds, and a 
total of $182,548,000 in EITC refunds 
were paid to Wisconsin citizens. The 
average refund in Wisconsin was 
$961.63. Now that might not sound like 
a lot of money to some people from 
other parts of the country-or even to 
some in this Chamber. But make no 
mistake about it, to the Wisconsin tax
payers who qualified for those refunds, 
they made the difference between work 
and welfare; between hard work and a 
hand-out; and between self-worth and 
self-doubt. 

Mr. President, I also recognize that 
few things in this world are perfect, 
and that includes the earned income 
tax credit. As a number of my col
leagues have correctly observed, there 
are deficiencies in the current adminis
tration of this credit. In particular, 
Senators have identified problems as
sociated with electronically filed tax 
returns that contain EITC claims. And 
while there is some disagreement over 
the severity of the problems, it is clear 
to all concerned that remedial action 
is required. The choice that we face 
today is whether we will retain the 
EITC and effect bipartisan reforms or 
whether we will drastically reduce one 
of the few tax expenditures that helps 
working class Americans. 

I would urge my colleagues to con
tinue the bipartisan approach that has 
been the hallmark of the EITC. My col
leagues may recall that Presidents 
Reagan and Bush worked with Demo
cratic Congresses to develop and ex
pand the EITC. I hope that this Con
gress will continue that bipartisan 
spirit. 

Mr. President, we are at an impor
tant crossroad in our history. We in 
Government have finally heard the 
message of the American people: That 
it is time to put our fiscal house in 
order. We must now decide whether we 
share the burdens that confront us 
equally or whether we exacerbate the 
growing disparities that exist within 
our society. I believe that the Bradley 
amendment is a step in the right direc
tion. Senator BRADLEY'S amendment is 
a fair and reasonable proposal that 
helps working Americans. I therefore 
urge my colleagues-on both sides of 
the asile-to support his amendment. I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the earned in
come tax credit [EITC], and Senator 
BRADLEY's amendment to rescue one of 
this country's clearest incentives and 
rewards for hard-working families. 

We are forced to offer this amend
ment to fix one of the worst parts of 
the budget offered by the other side of 
the aisle. Believe it or not, the archi
tects of this budget are trying to can
cel tax relief for the families in this 
country struggling every day to make 

ends meet so the funds-$21 billion in 
all-can be redirected to households 
and corporations in the upper tiers. 

They justify their attack on tax re
lief for working families by claiming 
that the credit-the EITC-is growing 
out of control. That is totally mislead
ing, and deliberately so. Yes, the EITC 
is growing. That's because an economic 
and deficit reduction plan enacted in 
1993 included an initiative to increase 
this tax credit for very logical reasons. 
There is nothing to hide or apologize 
for. Those of us who voted for that 
budget, with $600 billion in deficit re
duction and many cuts in spending, put 
our priority on hard working Ameri
cans who are working to make ends 
meet and raise their children. We want
ed the EITC to grow because of its fun
damental role in helping parents who 
are teetering on the economic edge to 
be able to choose work over welfare, 
independence over dependence, dignity 
over the indignities of the welfare sys
tem. 

I am proud of my vote to expand the 
EITC because it is needed tax relief for 
more than 100,000 West Virginia fami
lies. That may be another statistic, but 
it stands for real people and families 
across my State working as hard as 
they can to make it each day. 

The McCumbers of Frametown, WV, 
count on the EITC to make ends meet. 
She works full-time as a receptionist 
at the Mountaineer Food Bank, and her 
husband works full-time as a mainte
nance worker. They have two children, 
ages 8 and 10. For the past 4 years, the 
McCumbers have gotten tax relief 
thanks to the EITC. And let me tell 
you how they used that money. Three 
years ago, their EITC helped them 
make a down payment on a home. They 
also have used it to pay property taxes 
and homeowners insurance. Another 
year, it covered glasses for their daugh
ter, and a new bed for their son. The 
McCumbers family is like many of our 
neighbors next door. Parents who work 
hard, but struggle to pay the bills each 
month. 

Let me tell you about another West 
Virginia family that relies on the 
EITC-the Helmicks of New Milton. He 
works full-time driving a truck for 
Mountain View Construction. She is a 
full-time homemaker caring for six 
children, ranging in age from their 15-
year-old twins to a 4-year old. The first 
time this family used the EITC was 
when the twins were born and they 
needed extra baby furniture and twice 
as many supplies. Over the years, the 
EITC has helped the family buy a used 
truck to ensure Mr. Helmick had reli
able transportation for work. It has 
helped them paint their home, put a 
concrete floor in their basement, and 
even put up a home basketball court so 
they could keep their teenagers close 
to home. 

Hard working families like the 
McCumbers and the Helmicks deserve 
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our admiration and support. We should 
not pull the rug out from under them 
and their children by eliminating the 
tax relief promised to them. And we 
certainly should not take tax relief 
away from hard working people who 
are struggling in order to give a bonus 
to wealthy Americans. That's what 
this budget resolution proposes to do, 
believe it or not. That's why we should 
pass the Bradley amendment, and re
ject an idea as dumb and unfair as rob
bing struggling families to give some
thing more to the well off. 

If the proponents of the Republican 
budget get their way on the EITC, it 
will mean that more than 80,000 West 
Virginia families will lose about $1,494 
over the next 7 years that they would 
have gotten for playing by the rules 
and doing something called work. That 
would renege on a promise to 12 million 
families in West Virginia and across 
our country. 

I urge my colleague to support the 
Bradley amendment and the men and 
women who work hard every day, 
struggling to provide for themselves 
and their children. 

The other side wants to focus on all 
the excuses for backing away from a 
policy of rewarding work and discour
aging welfare. They talk about error 
rates, fraud, other problems. Where 
these problems need to be fixed, let's 
fix them. Let's not hide behind excuses 
to walk away from families who de
serve every reward possible in a coun
try that says it values work and chil
dren above all. The McCumbers and the 
Helmicks are my guidepost in this de
bate. They should serve as a reminder 
to every one of my colleagues that a 
growing EITC is exactly where our pri
orities should be. 
OPPOSING CUTS TO THE EARNED INCOME TAX 

CREDIT AND THE REPEAL OF THE DAVIS-BACON 
ACT 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, as we 
continue to debate the budget resolu
tion, I am concerned about Republican 
spending proposals that will balance 
the budget on the backs of children, 
middle-class families, the working 
poor, and the Nation's veterans. The 
more I study it, the more I realize that 
the majority's budget resolution will 
be a very bitter pill for hard-working 
American families to swallow. The 
budget resolution preserves special in
terest tax loopholes and other forms of 
corporate welfare. The wealthy will 
continue to receive billions of dollars 
in tax breaks and the proposed budget 
promises an additional $175 billion in 
future tax relief. 

The most troubling feature of the Re
publican budget proposal is the $21 bil
lion cut in the earned income tax cred
it. During the past decade, working 
families suffered a slow, steady erosion 
in their standard of living. Families 
simply had to work harder and longer 
to make ends meet. Despite their hard 
work and long hours, the number of 

working poor families and individuals 
living at or below the poverty line con
tinues to grow. 

The most effective way to improve 
the economic well-being of the middle 
class and working poor is to promote 
policies that reward work and lessen 
dependency. That is why the earned in
come tax credit was established. The 
earned income tax credit helps parents 
in low-income families remain in the 
work force. It also acts as a safety net 
for middle-class families confronted 
with a sudden loss of income. 

Despite long-standing bipartisan sup
port for policies that make work pay, 
the majority budget resolution would 
cut the earned income tax credit by $21 
billion over 7 years. Congress recently 
expanded the earned income tax credit 
to lift a family of four with a full-time 
working parent to a level at least equal 
to the poverty line. The Republican 
budget proposal abandons this policy. 
Their proposed cut in the earned in
come tax credit would increase Federal 
income taxes on millions of low-income 
working families with children. Under 
the majority proposal, the Treasury 
Department estimates that 7.8 million 
working families with more than one 
child will see their earned income tax 
credit reduced by $270. A working fam
ily with two children earning $20,000 
would see a $290 reduction in their 
credit. 

Mr. President, only $1 billion of this 
$21 billion cut would result from the 
adoption of the Clinton administration 
proposal to deny the earned income tax 
credit to undocumented workers and 
implement procedures to reduce errors 
and fraud in the program. The remain
ing $20 billion cut represents a tax in
crease for millions of working families, 
many of which live just above the pov
erty level. Why raise taxes on individ
uals who are struggling to work, make 
ends meet, and avoid welfare? What 
message are we sending to America's 
working men and women? The last 
thing we need is a budget that raises 
the income taxes on Americans who 
are committed to work, rather than 
collecting welfare. 

To add insult to injury, the Repub- · 
lican budget proposal cuts job training 
assistance by 25 percent. This cut will 
make it more difficult for our youth 
and adults to receive the technical 
training and job assistance necessary 
to gain employment in a technology
driven, global marketplace. Without 
job training and education programs, 
displaced, first-time, and entry-level 
workers will be relegated to low-wage, 
low-skill service sector jobs with no 
chance for economic or educational ad
vancement. Has any consideration been 
given to the impact of a 25-percent cut 
in job education and training on long
term productivity and prosperity or ·on 
blue-collar families and their commu
nities? I don't think so. These cuts will 
deprive workers of educational oppor-

tunities which could increase their 
earning power and productivity, along 
with the productivity and prosperity of 
businesses and the country. A rising 
tide lifts all boats, but only if the boats 
are seaworthy. 

Mr. President, the budget plan also 
calls for the repeal of the Davis-Bacon 
Act. Repeal of Davis-Bacon would jeop
ardize the provision of fair, prevailing 
wages and labor standards on construc
tion projects. For over six decades, the 
Davis-Bacon Act has assured local con
struction workers and contractors a 
fair opportunity to bid competitively 
on Federal construction projects. I be
lieve dismantling the act would ad
versely impact local workers and con
tractors, and as a consequence, reduce 
the quality of construction on Federal 
projects. 

In addition, Davis-Bacon ensures 
that workers on low-skill, low-wage 
jobs can participate in training pro
grams to improve their skills and 
qualifications for better paying posi
tions. Repeal of the law would remove 
most incentives for contractors to pro
vide these workers such training oppor
tunities. 

Programs and agencies that promote 
safe and healthy working conditions 
and procedures also face drastic cuts. 
The Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration and other workplace 
safety agencies face a 50-percent reduc
tion in funds which are necessary to 
ensure a safe working environment for 
working men and women. 

Mr. President, the Republican budget 
dismantles the safety net for millions 
of working Americans and eliminates 
or cuts programs that are investments 
for a brighter, more competitive, and 
prosperous future for American fami
lies and our country. It is nothing 
more than a promise of a golden para
chute for our wealthy. 
TARGETING THE POOR UNDER THE GOP BUDGET 

RESOLUTION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen
ate, in debate on the Fiscal Year 1996 
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget, 
is in the process of considering many 
necessary spending reductions to 
achieve a balanced budget by the year 
2002. There is a consensus in the Sen
ate-on both sides of the aisle-on the 
need to balance the budget, and this 
Senator is committed to eliminating 
the Federal deficit. However, as ex
pected, there exists much less unanim
ity on the appropriate spending cuts 
for reaching the goal of a balanced 
budget. 

As approved by the Budget Commit
tee, the Budget Resolution would re
duce funding for the earned income tax 
credit (EITC) by $21 billion over the 
next 7 years. Senator BRADLEY has pro
posed an amendment to the Budget 
Resolution that would restore $16.9 bil
lion in funding for the EITC. Senator 
BRADLEY would fund this restoration of 
the EITC with money earmarked by 
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the Budget Committee for a future tax 
cut. In essence, Senator BRADLEY's 
amendment seeks to repeal a tax in
crease on America's working, low-in
come families by reducing a future tax 
cut that-if similar to the House
passed tax-cut measure-would pri
marily benefit upper-income families. 
A future tax cut is promised in the 
Budget Resolution if the "fiscal divi
dend" from deficit reduction is scored 
by the Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
the Senate consider the primary bene
ficiaries of the EITC, which is a refund
able Federal income tax credit created 
in 1975 to supplement the earnings of 
low-income workers. The EITC pri
marily benefits low-income, working 
families-those with incomes below 
$28,000--with one or more children. In 
light of the upcoming debate on wel
fare reform, can we in the United 
States Senate expect to provide viable 
alternatives for families receiving wel
fare benefits if we do not reward work 
for low-income families? The EITC 
does exactly that. It rewards work. 

Critics of the EITC have pointed out 
that the program is subject to fraud 
and that it is too expensive. In re
sponse to these and other concerns, 
President Clinton included two legisla
tive proposals in his Fiscal Year 1996 
Budget that seek to reduce the cost of 
the EITC. First, the President proposed 
denying the tax credit to otherwise eli
gible recipients if they have substan
tial investment income. Earlier this 
year, the Senate approved and the 
President signed legislation (Public 
Law 104-7) that addressed this problem. 
Secondly, the President proposed re
quiring a valid Social Security number 
for all EITC recipients. The Budget 
Resolution includes the President's 
proposal and I support it. I do not sup
port, however, the tradeoff proposed in 
the Budget Resolution that cuts the 
EITC over the next 7 years to pay for a 
future tax reduction for the wealthiest 
in our society. It is interesting, even 
tendentious, that the only tax expendi
ture targeted by the Republican Budg
et Resolution is a program that bene
fits our Nation's low-income, working 
families. The Joint Committee on Tax
ation estimates the total cost of the 
more than 120 tax expenditures to be 
$453.0 billion for Fiscal Year 1995. The 
EITC, by comparison, will cost approxi
mately $18.6 billion this year. 

Mr. President, the Administration 
has estimated that a total of 12,200,000 
working taxpayers in the United States 
receive benefits from the EITC. In West 
Virginia alone, an estimated 101,229 
families received approximately 
$99,323,000 in EITC benefits in 1994. 
That represents 14.6 percent of all West 
Virginia tax filers. As an elected rep
resentative of the people of West Vir
ginia, I support the Bradley amend
ment because it seeks to repeal the ef
fective tax increase on low-income 

working families by reducing the Re
publican-promised tax cut for the 
wealthiest in our society. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields the floor? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining on my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 12 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I yield 
7 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada is recognized for 7 
minutes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Budget 
Committee's mark would in effect raise 
taxes by some $21 billion for people 
who make less than $28,000 a year. That 
is a fact. About 7.8 million people who 
would benefit from this program, and 
their children, would be affected. Fam
ilies with two or more children would 
be the hardest hit by the proposal that 
is coming from the other side of the 
aisle. Under the Budget Committee 
mark that we received, this would re
sult in a tax increase for over 12 mil
lion Americans. 

As the senior Senator of Nevada, I 
am concerned what effect this tax in
crease would have on the State of Ne
vada. The increase in taxes would af
fect almost 100,000 people who live in 
the State of Nevada. Nevada is a State 
whose large numbers of people are em
ployed in the service industry. It would 
have a tremendous impact on them. 

Over the next 7 years, these families 
in Nevada can expect to pay over $100 
billion more in taxes because of this 
policy. This results in a tax of about 
$1,500 more per family. It would in
crease the taxes of families with chi l
dren, it would result in a dramatic in
crease in annual taxes of $250. 

This tax increase is being carried out 
for one purpose. That is to produce the 
crown jewel in the so called Contract 
With America. An enormous tax break 
for the wealthiest of this country cour
tesy of an enormous tax increase on 
working Americans. 

In the budget proposal we are now de
bating, the tax cut is camouflaged. In 
fact, it took the press a few days to 
pick up the fact that there was a $170 
billion earmark in this budget proposal 
that could only go to the Finance Com
mittee and could only be used for tax 
cuts. This is not a fiscally sensible pol
icy and it is not morally right either. 

There has been some talk about 
fraud. It is really too bad we are talk
ing about fraud as it relates to the 
poorest people who benefit from our 
tax policies. Why are we picking on 
people who are working, making under 
$28,000 a year? 

I think we should make sure there is 
no fraud or abuse in this program. 
There is no question about it. But why 
do we not look at some of the other 
problems we have. They are too numer
ous to mention, but let me talk about 

73 percent of foreign corporations who 
do business in America that pay no 
taxes-none. We are losing tens of bil
lions of dollars a year because they are 
not paying their fair share. Why do we 
not talk about doing something about 
that? 

I think it is important we talk about 
policies and how they affect individual 
human beings. We talk about numbers 
but they become just statistics. What 
would this do to people in the State of 
Nevada? Let us take, for example, a 
woman by the name of Denise 
Mayfield. She is a single mother with 
four children. She lives in Las Vegas. 
She began working at a program called 
Head Start in Las Vegas in 1985 as a 
teacher's aid at the lowest possible sal
ary, minimum wage. 

She is now director of that program. 
Before she worked at Head Start she 
worked at the YWCA, and received wel
fare-Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children. This year, 1994, she received 
an earned-income tax credit of $1,530. 

She used this money to buy a wash
ing machine for her family and clothes 
for her four children. That does not 
sound too unreasonable to me. 

Kanna White is a single mother, has 
one daughter, and also lives in Las 
Vegas, is going to school, has a full
time job, and she is working toward a 
degree in child development. She re
ceived $1,000 this year in earned in
come. She is using some of this money 
to pay for summer day care services. 
This earned income allows her to pay 
her bills on time and to do things that 
her daughter can now do that other 
families take for granted. 

Kyle Estrada lives in Henderson, NV, 
and has three young children. She 
teaches parenting skills and job prepa
ration skills at the Head Start Pro
gram. She has health coverage for her
self, but like many Americans, is 
underinsured. She has no insurance for 
her children. She has three. She re
ceived a $1,300 earned income tax credit 
in 1994. She has used this money to 
cover her rent. This program, she said, 
has kept her off welfare. How much 
money did she get from the earned in
come tax credit? She got $1300. She 
would get this much perhaps in 2 
months if she went on AFDC. But she 
chose to continue working, like mil
lions of Americans have done and thou
sands of Nevadans have done-to con
tinue working rather than going on 
welfare. That was the purpose of this 
program. It is working well . 

I conclude by saying that these three 
people are just a few of the thousands 
in Nevada of hard-working people who 
would rather work and support their 
families than go on welfare. 

This is an example of three people in 
Nevada who are representative of tens 
of millions of people in America who 
are now working instead of being on 
welfare. We need to continue this pro
gram. 
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For me, this illustration represents 

the difference of philosophy between 
this side of the aisle and those on the 
other side of the aisle. We do not live 
in a Darwinian society. We cannot ex
pect all Americans to succeed and 
make millions, like Bill Gates in the 
computer business or Forrest Mars in 
the candy business. They are good, 
there is no question about it. I applaud 
them for being entrepreneurial billion
aires. But they were also a little lucky. 
Not everyone can be like them. We can
not expect everyone to be like Bill 
Gates or Forrest Mars. But we can ex
pect everybody to continue to try. 

That is what earned income is all 
about. On the other side of the aisle, 
they lecture about the need to elimi
nate handouts. What we do is do some
thing to eliminate handouts. 

Mr. President, earned income reflects 
the Democratic philosophy because it 
involves giving a hand-up, not a hand 
out. 

It is unfair to raise taxes on 12 mil
lion hard-working Americans, and that 
is what this budget proposal would do. 

I think this amendment should be 
adopted in a bipartisan fashion. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey has 41/2 minutes 
left. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I ask the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma, is it 
his intention to offer the amendment 
at the conclusion of all time on this 
amendment? 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. BRADLEY. At which point there 
would be, under the rules, an hour of 
debate on the second-degree amend
ment; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). That is correct. 

Mr. BRADLEY. It does pertain to the 
earned income tax credit? 

Mr. NICKLES. That is correct. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, other 

speakers will be able to speak in that 
half hour. I would simply like to make 
a few points in the remaining minutes 
we have before this amendment will 
come to the point of second degree. 

First, the argument that we are hav
ing is that there is an explosion in this 
program, that this program has ex
ploded, says the opponent of this 
amendment. Do you know why it has 
exploded? It has exploded because in 
1975, if you earned over $8,000, you 
could not get this benefit. You could 
not get any tax relief from this. Now 
you can earn up to $28,000. There are 
millions more Americans that are now 
eligible for ~his tax cut. There are mil
lions of Americans eligible for the tax 
cut. And, indeed, we have broadened it, 
as the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma has pointed out, from a few 
hundred dollars in the mid-1980's to 
$2,500 today, heading up to $3,000. 

So it is a bigger tax cut. Solo and be
hold, a ray of insight, a stroke of wis
dom; if you give a bigger tax cut to 
more people, it will cost more money. 
That is the explosion that the Senator 
is talking about. I thought giving tax 
cuts was a good idea. That is all we 
have heard from the other side. We 
want a tax cut, a tax cut, a tax cut. 
Here is a tax cut. But no. For families 
earning under $28,000 a year, we want a 
tax increase. Oh no, no, no, they say. 
They do not pay any income tax. 

Just for the record, 48 percent of the 
people who receive the earned income 
credit with children pay income tax; 
just for the record, the facts. But that 
is not the point. The point is the 
earned income credit is meant to offset 
not only income tax but other taxes, 
such as Social Security tax, and also 
the loss of certain benefits as you earn 
more money so that you are not pushed 
farther down the ladder. 

So the fact of the matter is that this 
is a significant tax cut. It offsets not 
only income tax, if you pay income 
tax, and 48 percent of the families with 
children who are eligible for this do, 
but it offsets the Social Security tax. 
That is the cruelest tax on families, 
and it offsets the loss of certain bene
fits as you earn more income going up 
the scale. 

So there is no dispute that under the 
proposal before us on the other side, 
that families earning under $28,000 a 
year will pay more in taxes. They will 
pay more on the Social Security taxes 
that they do not have offset with this, 
or they will pay more in income taxes. 

Let us make a point about the Sen
ator's data. "Oh, what a terrible error 
rate; oh, what a terrible fraud, a 
waste." Of course, all of his numbers 
are from 1988. Well, a few things have 
happened since 1988 that tightened this 
program up. In fact, many things have 
happened since 1988. 

For example, we repealed the supple
mental credit for health insurance. We 
repealed the supplemental credit for 
children under the age of 1. We denied 
it to nonresident aliens. We denied it 
to anybody who is a prisoner. We re
quired a taxpayer identification num
ber. The Department of Defense is re
quired to report both the IRS and the 
military personnel nontaxable earned 
income credit paid. 

We also said if you have investment 
income over $2,500 you do not get it. 
We said that now you have to have a 
Social Security number provided for 
childre~. as well as adults, and on and 
on. 

We have made major steps to correct 
this. This is not the time to increase 
taxes on working families. 

I am really surprised that that is the 
position, inconsistent as it is with the 
espousal of the other insight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All of 
the time of the proponents has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 31 minutes remaining. 

Mr. NICKLES. It will be my inten
tion to yield the balance of my time as 
soon as we have our amendment ready. 

I continue to hear the proponents of 
this amendment say that our efforts to 
reduce the growth rate of EITC is a tax 
increase on working poor. I want to say 
that is flatly wrong. Eighty percent of 
the money in this program is going to 
people in lump sum, cash payments. 

My friend from Nevada gave some ex
cellent examples of people who quali
fied for the credit. I heard him say that 
one person received $1,000, and another 
received $1,200. Under the assumptions 
in this budget resolution, they could 
receive more than they received last 
year. 

Let me repeat that. Under our pro
posal, they could receive more than 
they received last year. No one's pay
ment, if they received an earned in
come tax credit and their income was 
the same, would be less. We did not roll 
back the program. We did not lower the 
credit or income eligibility amounts. 

Again, here are the growth rates of 
this program, and it has exploded. For 
its first 10 years, the EITC cost less 
than $2 or $3 billion. Now the program 
has outlays of over $20 billion in the 
last few years. Even under our pro
posal, it continues to increase about $1 
billion per year. 

Granted, that is about a 3-percent 
growth instead of a growth rate that 
was at 20 and 40 and 55 and 60 percent. 
So it grows a lot more slowly. 

I am putting all these tables into the 
RECORD. People right now, in 1995, can 
receive a $3,110 lump sum; 99 percent of 
the people who qualify for this receive 
the benefit in a lump sum. 

Now, my colleagues call this a tax in- · 
crease, even though next year we would 
give them slightly more $3,110. We say 
next year the maximum amount under 
our proposal would be more than that 
but it would be only slightly more than 
that. My colleagues on the other side 
say, well, wait a minute, next year we 
want to increase that to $3,500, and in 
a few years we want to take it to $4,000. 
We are saying that, no, we are going to 
be more conservative; we are going to 
increase it to $3,560. So instead of giv
ing somebody $4,000, we are going to 
say we will give you $3,560. Every year 
we are going to give you more than 
last year under our proposal, but our 
colleagues are calling this a tax in
crease. 

I disagree. The handouts will be a lit
tle less. The cash payments will be a 
little less under our proposal. They will 
be more than last year, but they will 
not continue to grow at this 
unaffordable rate. We cannot afford 
this. Our Government cannot afford it. 

And again I was surprised to find 
that the cost of this program now ex
ceeds the Aid to Families with Depend
ent Children, the largest cash welfare 
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benefit program in our Nation's his
tory. 

The earned-income tax credit is a 
great name, but it does not fit this pro
gram. This is a negative income tax 
program. I have heard my colleagues 
say this affects anybody who makes 
under $26,000---I will put tables in the 
RECORD on this subject. In 1995, the fig
ure is $26,673. That is the maximum 
amount of income you can make and 
still receive some EITC. But that fig
ure increases. Under current law, by 
the year 2000, you can receive EITC if 
you make up to $32,596. Under the so
called radical assumptions in this 
budget, you can receive EITC if you 
make up to $31,656. 

So the EITC still goes to the same 
people, but we just have just slowed 
the growth of the maximum credit 
amount. 

What we have done, in my opinion, is 
respond to the studies of GAO. I heard 
my colleague say it was an old study. 
The IRS in 1994, in a 2-week study on 
electronic returns, said that 29 percent 
of those audited received too much 
earned income credit. That is a total of 
$358 million. They said 13 percent were 
judged to have intentional errors, out
right fraud. That was $183 million. 

That was just a short, little 2-week 
study. In 1988, another tax compliance 
measure showed that 42 percent of 
EITC recipients received too large a 
credit and 32 percent were not able to 
show they were entitled to any credit. 
That was when the program was much 
smaller, and that was when the incen
tives to cheat were much less. Now we 
have tripled the amount of money that 
individuals can receive. Now people 
have found out that you can get a big 
check if you make $12,000---and it does 
not make any difference if you made 
$12,000 working 40 hours a week or if 
you made $12,000 working 100 hours a 
year. Maybe for some reason you are 
working part time, whatever. You can 
qualify for this benefit and be able to 
receive $3,110 dollars. And when people 
find that out, there is a lot of incentive 
to cheat a little bit. In the past people 
cheated to reduce their tax liability, 
and now we find that people have other 
incentives; if you cheat a little bit 
now, we are going to give you a check, 
and the check is not just a few hundred 
dollars as this program used to be. It is 
not just $953 as it was in 1990. Now it is 
$3,110 and growing to $4,068. 

We think that is too rapid a growth. 
We think this program is too fraudu
lent. We think we should curtail the 
growth of that program. I tell my col
league from New Jersey, I will share 
with him a copy of the second-degree 
amendment I have. We are trying to 
make sure it conforms with his amend
ment, and I will give that to him in 
just a moment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
withhold the request? 

How much time remains? 
Mr. NICKLES. I withhold. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I reclaim the time on 

our side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 24 minutes 10 seconds. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 

just recap and then I would like a 
quorum call charged to our side where 
I can talk with Senator NICKLES for a 
minute. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield just for a question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. 
Mr. BRADLEY. If the Senator still 

has time that will be unused, I have 
people on my side who do want to use 
time, and while Senators are in con
ference, does the Senator mind if they 
speak? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator, I do not think I can do 
that because we are running up against 
a real shortage of overall time to get a 
lot of amendments in. We both get 
charged 50-50, or we benefit 50-50 on. 
that time. I do not get the benefit of 
the whole 20 minutes. That side gets 10 
of it in the overall, but I do not think 
I would do that yet. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. Following up on this, it is 

pretty obvious we are coming down to 
crunch time. I am just going to make 
the suggestion now without asking for 
any commitment now of the chairman 
of the Budget Committee. It seems to 
me that after the Gramm amendment 
is offered, which I understand will be 
the next one up-and I am not trying 
to limit debate on that-! would sug
gest that we at least consider getting a 
unanimous-consent agreement on both 
sides that after the Gramm amendment 
all amendments to follow would be lim
ited to some timeframe, I do not know, 
half an hour, 15 minutes, equally di
vided, or something of that nature, and 
possibly eliminate second-degree 
amendments. Otherwise, we are going 
to run into a real train wreck tomor
row about noon. 

I just make the suggestion if we 
could consider contemplating after the 
Gramm amendment to enter into a 
unanimous-consent agreement on all 
amendments that would follow. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in the 
Senator's usual way of helping things 
along, the Senator has made a good 
suggestion. Clearly, I cannot agree to 
that at this point, 

Mr. EXON. I cannot either. I have not 
cleared it on this side. But we have to 
provide some leadership if we are going 
to allow any time at all to the whole 
stack of amendments that the Senator 
and I know are waiting on each side. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator asked 
that we contemplate it and we will 
contemplate it. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We are spending a 

little time, Mr. President, incidentally, 
trying to find out what the President's 
plan is. I saw in the paper today he 
may have a plan. I have never heard of 
it until I read it in the Post today. I do 
not expect any Democrat on the Sen
ator's side has seen it yet. But in any 
event, we are working a little bit here 
to see if we can find out what that 
might be. 

I just would like to recap this argu
ment and then I will yield the time 
back to Senator NICKLES after a brief 
discussion with him. 

Let me talk about this earned in
come tax credit this way. We would 
seek to return the earned income tax 
credit-that is the name it is given so 
that is the name I will use-to its 
original intention. Its original inten
tion was that it should go to families 
with children, so it was not just an 
earned income tax credit. It was a fam
ily earned income tax credit. We return 
it to that: working families are enti
tled to this tax rebate in some cases or 
this check from the Federal Govern
ment in most cases. 

The concept was a good one. It still is 
a good one. We have expanded it. We 
think it should be returned to the con
cept that came about when President 
Reagan was in office, about which I 
have been quoted in the Chamber as 
being a strong proponent. That is for 
working families to get an incentive to 
work instead of quitting work. 

Now, what will happen if the assump
tions in the budget resolution are ulti
mately adopted-families with one 
qualifying child in 1995, the maximum 
credit amount-that is, the check they 
get back-$2,094. That is the maximum. 
In 2002, it will be $2,630. That is a plus 
change, a positive change of $536. The 
maximum income eligibility for that 
family with one qualifying child is 
$24,396 now. 

It will increase to $30,659. That is an 
increase in maximum income eligi
bility of $6,263. 

Now let me just move to families 
with two or more qualifying children, 
remembering we are returning it to 
families, as was originally intended. So 
that single wage earn'ers who are not 
earning sufficient money do not get a 
tax check back from the Government. 
This is intended for working families. 

For working families with two or 
more children, the maximum credit 
today is $3,110. In the year 2002, the tax 
credit will be $3,806, an increase of $696, 
almost $700. The maximum eligibility, 
Mr. President, how much money you 
can earn-and this all has to be earned 
income-$26,673 in 1995; $33,845, for an 
'increase of $7,172, in the year 2002. 

Frankly, there are some who might 
say that is not enough. There are some 
who would say it should be more be
cause current law says it should be 
more. Well, we passed a law and now 
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we find ourselves with a new respon
sibility and it is a very simple respon
sibility. And it is to balance the budget 
of the United States. That is the re
sponsibility. 

If we were saying this good program 
should stop, we should take it out of 
the budget, cause it to cease and desist, 
then obviously we would be saying to 
working families, "We no longer want 
to give you an incentive to stay at 
work." We are not saying that. We are 
saying this is more like what we can 
afford. We think it is a pretty fair in
crease, not a cut, an increase. 

Now, just to put it in perspective 
that this is not just a little program 
that indeed we came upon and Repub
licans helped put it in place, a Presi
dent who supported it named Ronald 
Reagan, to say that it is not a signifi
cant program even after we asked for a 
little restraint in getting at a little bit 
or a lot of fraud-which I did not even 
mention, the Senator from Oklahoma 
did-this earned income tax credit will 
be a $193 billion program for the years 
1996 through 2002. 

We will spend, in taxpayers' dollars
that is, we will collect money from tax
payers-we will give checks back to the 
working poor families in the amount of 
$193 billion between 1996 and 2002; hard
ly abolishing a program; hardly taking 
away the basic concept of a progt'am; 
hardly increasing anybody's income 
taxes. 

It is taking income taxes and saying 
we want to help people to the tune of 
$193 billion in checks we will give back. 
Those are the numbers when we are 
finished, I say to my friend. 

The Senator would like it to be $230 
billion. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I do not dispute the 

numbers, but to argue that this is not 
a tax increase is a little bit like argu
ing that when Ronald Reagan wanted 
to phase in tax cuts over 3 years, if we 
did not phase in the third 10 percent of 
the tax cut, that would not have re
sulted in higher taxes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator 
have a question? 

Mr. BRADLEY. The question is, does 
the Senator dispute that under the pro
posal offered in the budget resolution 
working families will pay more in 
taxes? Does he deny that working 
Americans would end up paying more 
income tax or have less relief for So
cial Security taxes than under the 
amendment that is offered by the Sen
a tor from New Jersey? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator, 
if I might respond, I do not agree at all. 
We have decided in our wisdom to say 
we are going to give money back to 
certain American taxpayers. We are 
going to give them a check. We did not 
equate that with income taxes. We just 
had a whole litany of things saying we 
just would like to relieve your burden. 
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You choose to call that raising the 
income tax. I choose to say that we are 
not going to give a single individual a 
paycheck from other taxpayers of the 
United States because he does not have 
a family. We are not going to give him 
a $500 check. 

We are just saying this is for working 
families. It is an idea that we put some 
flesh into the law. Now today you are 
saying if we are not going to give it to 
that single person, we are taking a 
paycheck away from him. But it really 
is not income taxes rebated to him 
that he already paid. It is other peo
ple's income taxes that we collected 
and give to him in a paycheck. You can 
call it what you like. That is my de
scription of it as best I understand the 
program. 

So we choose to do that. For those 
who want to spend more and give that 
person I just described either $300 or 
$400 or $500, fine. We choose to say the 
working family continues to get the 
money. And we just gave the numbers. 

And for those who say it goes down, 
the number that we intend, if the Fi
nance Committee passes it-and that is 
the irony; they may not even pass it. 
The Senator is on the Finance Commit
tee. You may choose to do something 
else. 

But we were compelled in the Budget 
Committee to tell you how we might 
get there, and this is one way we might 
get there. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. BRADLEY. You do something 

else. You mean to equal the amount of 
revenues that the Finance Committee 
will be asked to raise under this pro
posal. You mean to raise other kinds of 
taxes as opposed to raise taxes on these 
working people. That is what you 
mean. 

So, by the Senator's own admission, 
this is a tax increase. It is a require
ment of the Finance Committee to 
raise taxes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that 
is not what I said. I say the Finance 
Committee has a lot of options, and 
they can choose to do this the way it is 
scheduled here or they can choose to do 
it a different way. That is in their 
hands. 

We show one way to get to a balance. 
And this is part of the one way to get 
to a balance. 

Now, frankly, I do not believe the 
American people would believe that 
what we have talked about today 
means we are raising taxes. We have 
the prerogative and responsibility to 
change a program that is rampant with 
fraud that we find we cannot now af
ford, but we want to keep its basic con
cept. 

And for those who run to the floor on 
the other side, who say, "Well, you are 
cutting the millionaire's tax," that is 
not true, either. 

The budget resolution before us says 
it is the sense of the Senate-it passed 
by every single vote of the Budget 
Committee except one-that any tax 
cuts, if they occur, will go 90 percent to 
people with $100,000 worth of income or 
less. So speaking of red herrings, that 
is one. That is all we hear. 

Frankly, we just, every now and 
then, have to remind people they can 
take the budget resolution and read it 
and they will find it right in there. 
Senators BOXER and BROWN were the 
proponents of it and it passed over
whelmingly. 

Now, Mr. President, we have some 
time left. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum on our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield the remaining time to Senator 
NICKLES. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I have 
a couple comments I want to clarify for 
my friend from New Jersey, I was hop
ing we could get some time reduction. 
I understand that he was not able to 
get that. My guess is that a point of 
order will be made when time expires 
on this side. 

A couple points on this amendment. 
Right now we are spending a total, for 
the so-called earned income tax credit 
of $25.3 billion per year. Under the 
budget proposal we have before us, if 
you add up the next 7 years, that total 
will be $204 billion. A freeze would be 
$176 billion. So we are spending about 
$30 billion more than a freeze. So the 
total amount of money that we spend 
on this cash payment program still 
goes up. Most of the beneficiaries re
ceive a lump sum. I am tired of hearing 
people talk about tax cuts and tax in
creases. The EITC is primarily a cash 
payment, a lump-sum cash payment to 
a lot of individuals, and the cost of the 
program is going up every year. It goes 
up even under our proposal. I wanted to 
make that perfectly clear. 

I also want to inform people that if 
they received an earned income tax 
credit last year of $3,110, next year 
they will receive, even if the Finance 
Committee passed this as we proposed, 
a little more. It will not continue toes
calate as rapidly as it has. It cannot 
continue to escalate as rapidly as it 
has. 

I might mention, if we do nothing, if 
we follow the guidelines of some peo
ple, the status-quo type budgets as 
they propose, this entitlement program 
will continue to explode, and it cer
tainly has exploded. We will be spend
ing $226 billion over the next several 
years. 
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How can people call a program where 

80 percent of the money is handed out 
in cash payments, where 99 percent of 
the benefits are received in an annual 
lump-sum payment, a tax cut. 

I might mention, I am going to put in 
the RECORD a chart for the earned in
come tax credit for two or more chil
dren. I also have one for persons with 
one child. The figures I was using be
fore were two or more children. When a 
lot of people find out they are eligible 
for this, they are going to start filing. 
A lot of people are going to start work
ing to have their income come in right 
on that level. 

You say, how can you do that? I tell 
you, in the private sector, I used to 
hire some people who were retired from 
other companies, and they wanted to 
work just enough so they could make a 
little money before they started losing 
Social Security. So people can adjust 
their incomes; they can be paid just 
about that much. That happens. 

Or they can work part time until 
they make this amount of money, and 
you do not have to work 2,000 hours to 
receive the maximum credit. There is 
no hour limitation. As a matter of fact, 
the average number of hours people 
worked in this program is 1,300. That is 
about 24 hours a week. That is not 40 
hours a week. You could actually be a 
lobbyist or something and work 100 
hours in a year, and if you happen to 
make about the right amount of in
come, you could receive a $3,100 check 
from Uncle Sam. 

We are talking about reducing the 
growth of these checks. We are not 
even reducing the amount, but we are 
saying they will not be growing as fast. 
I think that is important. Some people 
call that a tax increase. It means we 
are going to write smaller checks, 
these checks will not be growing as 
fast. It is not affecting anyone's tax 
cuts, tax rebates, or anything like 
that. Most of these people are receiving 
cash payments, so we are trying to cur
tail a program that has been growing 
seriously out of control. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. NICKLES. Not quite yet. The 
growth in this program has been 
unsustainable. The people advocating 
this amendment want that growth to 
continue. We cannot afford it. If you 
are going to balance the budget, you 
are going to curtail the growth of enti
tlement programs. This is an entitle
ment program. This is one of the fast
est growing entitlement programs. 

I mentioned before the cost of the 
program totally exceeds the cost to Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children. 
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil
dren in 1995 cost $18 billion. This pro
gram in 1995 cost us $25.3 billion. It is 
past AFDC big time. AFDC provides 
cash payments; this program provides 
cash payments. This program provides 
cash payments for a family with two 

children of $3,110. With one child, it 
provides for a maximum credit of 
$2,094. So you get an extra $1,000 if you 
have two or more children. 

Some people who are talking about 
changing the welfare program say they 
want to take some of the incentives 
away from having more children. This 
program is a big incentive for people to 
say, " We want our income to be at this 
particular level so we can get a nice big 
check from Uncle Sam." 

I have also found that in some cases, 
20, 30, maybe even 40 percent of the 
people living in a particular area could 
be eligible for this cash payment pro
gram. Then you start finding con art
ists who will sign people up who do not 
pay taxes and have not filed returns in 
the past. They will go on a recruiting 
trip and encourage people to have their 
income fall into this category, file an 
electronic return and maybe split it 
with them because they weren't going · 
to do a return in the first place. 

There has been a lot of fraud in this 
program. I am quoting these figures 
from a recent GAO report. The most re
cent study shows 42 percent of EITC re
cipients receive too large a credit, and 
32 percent were not able to show they 
were entitled to any credit-wow, 32 
percent, the study shc:>wed, were not en
titled to any credit. And then in 1994, 
the IRS did a 2-week study on elec
tronic returns and showed 29 percent 
received too much EITC and 13 per
cent--

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. NICKLES. And 13 percent were 
judged to have intentional errors. That 
is a fraudulent program. 

I will tell my colleagues, Senator Do
MENICI wants to save an hour of time so 
that we can consider more amend
ments. I do not blame him. He has a lot 
of amendments pending. 

I will tell my colleagues, I had hoped 
to offer a Sense-of-the-Senate amend
ment in the second-degree to tell the 
Finance Committee, "Reform this pro
gram and in the process we think you 
can save some money.'' 

This happens to be a program that 
needs to have some waste, fraud, and 
abuse taken out of it. That was the es
sence of the Sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment I had intended to offer, 
saying to the Finance Committee, 
"Preserve this program in a way that 
you eliminate the waste and the abuse 
and the fraud that we see now and as 
reported by the GAO." 

That is what we should be doing. I 
think the Finance Committee can do 
it. GAO says one-third of this program 
is fraudulent. We did not even cut it 
that much. We maybe should have fro
zen the program until we eliminated 
the fraud. We did not do that. We al
lowed the program to grow. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey. I will be happy to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator said 
one-third fraudulent. Could the Sen
ator justify that? Could he give us 
some documentation that says one
third fraud? 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator hold 
a second? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could 
I make a request before he answers the 
question? How much time do we have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute fifty-two seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to Senator EXON, I have discussed with 
Senator NICKLES, and the Senator from 
Nebraska has discussed with Senator 
BRADLEY an arrangement that we 
might make. I am shortly going to 
make a point of order, and I under
stand either Senator ExoN or Senator 
BRADLEY will move to waive it. 

I ask unanimous consent that when I 
make the point of order and Senator 
ExoN or Senator BRADLEY seeks to 
waive it, that the time be limited on 
the motion to waive to 10 minutes a 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. EXON. There is no objection on 
this side, and just so I understand what 
the Senator is suggesting, the Senator 
from New Mexico will move to waive, 
we will object to that and then we will 
limit debate to 10 minutes on this side 
and 10 minutes on that side on that 
motion to waive; is that correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 
Nebraska or the Senator from New J er
sey will be making the motion to 
waive. The Senator is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of our time, 
which is a minute and something. 

Pursuant to the pending amendment, 
the pending amendment is not germane 
to the provisions of the budget resolu
tion. And pursuant to section 305(b)(2) 
of the Budget Act, I raise a point of 
order against the pending amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 904 of the Congression~J 
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive 
section 305 of that act for the purposes 
of the pending Bradley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the debate is 20 
minutes evenly divided. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to ask for a rollcall vote on the motion 
to waive at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to waive is pending. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the motion to waive with 
respect to the Bradley amendment be 
set aside after the debate and that the 
vote occur at a time to be determined 
by the two leaders, which is the way we 
have done the other ones. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will yield our 10 
minutes to Senator NICKLES. 

Mr. EXON. I yield the 10 minutes on 
our side to be controlled by the Sen
a tor from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. The distinguished 

Senator from Oklahoma says this is 
not a tax cut that I am trying to save, 
but, instead, that this is a spending 
program. And he continually refers to 
AFDC. Then why are you telling the 
Finance Committee to raise an addi
tional $20 billion? In effect, the budget 
resolution tells the Finance Committee 
to increase revenues by $20 billion
that is what this does, by $20 billion. 
Now, the Senator thinks he will do it 
by increasing taxes on families with 
under $28,000 in income. The Finance 
Committee might choose to do some
thing else. But make no mistake, this 
results in increased taxes. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly, on your 
time. 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be brief. I would 
like to point out to my colleague that 
I think he is totally incorrect. The rev
enue numbers in our budget are the 
CBO baseline revenues. We did not 
change revenues. We did not direct the 
Finance Committee to change reve
nues. They have to reduce outlays. We 
do not raise revenues, we reduce out
lays. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The effect of this will 
be to increase either the offset for So
cial Security taxes or, for 48 percent of 
the people receiving the earned income 
tax credit, income tax increases. That 
increases net revenues. 

I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
to strongly support the Bradley amend
ment. It is amazing to me that the 
Budget Committee could review the to
tality of tax expenditures, $480 billion, 
and yet has selected the one area that 
is for working people, working men and 
women. Who are the people that are 
going to benefit from the earned in
come tax credit? They are the con
struction workers, the secretaries, the 
janitors, the hard-working backbone of 
this country and its economy. They 
have been singled out. 

The Budget Committee could have 
said we are going to take care of the 
billionaires' tax loophole, that benefits 
people who reject their citizenship in 

order to take their bounty and go to 
another country. But oh, no; they 
didn't go_ after the billionaires. 

You do not get the earned income tax 
credit unless you work. We are trying 
to reward work and particularly, the 
work of men and women that have chil
dren. They are the group of Americans 
that are falling furthest behind over 
the period of the last 15 years. This is 
the one program that helps and assists 
them. 

I do not know what it is about the 
Budget Committee that wants to single 
out working men and women who are 
making less than $28,000 a year to raise 
their taxes. They are the ones who are 
going to be targeted by this budget res
olution-having their sons and daugh
ters that go to college paying more in 
terms of the guaranteed loan programs. 
They are the ones whose kids are not 
going to have the summer jobs. They 
are the ones who are going to find out 
that the support and assistance for 
school-aged children that go to the 
public schools have been cut, that they 
are not going to get the Government's 
help. 

What in the world is it about the Re
publicans to want to put that kind of 
burden on the working families of this 
country? That is wrong. 

The Bradley amendment addresses 
that, and it deserves our support. The 
Budget Committee should have found, 
out of $480 billion, some other way to 
make up that difference without 
targeting the working families in this 
country. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 6112 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of this amendment to 
restore a portion of the cuts to the 
earned income tax credit envisioned by 
this budget. 

This program is such a great example 
of the kinds of public policies we 
should be pursuing. We have spent 
countless hours in this Chamber trying 
to figure out ways to get people to 
work and get them off the welfare 
rolls. That debate is sure to continue. 
But in the meantime, our Tax Code al
ways contains the incentive for the 
working poor in this country to keep 
on working. It helps these people stay 
above the poverty line and off the wel
fare rolls which is just where each and 
every one of us in this Chamber would 
like them to be. And as if all of that 
were not enough, in a time when Amer
icans demand less Government, the 
EITC accomplishes all of this without a 
new Government agency, without an 
elaborate bureaucracy, without creat
ing a new payroll for a new program. 

I have made it clear that I believe 
the Senator from New Mexico has en-

gaged in a noble and honest effort in 
presenting the budget we have before 
us today. While I do not agree with all 
of the priorities represented by the 
budget before us, I very much appre
ciate the effort and admire the bottom 
line. Which is why I am so puzzled by 
the EITC cuts. In the quest for a lean
er, more efficient Government, I be
lieve that cutting the EITC is an odd 
choice. The budget before us proposes 
to reduce the EITC by $13 billion by the 
year 2000 and by an additional $2 bil
lion by the year 2002. These rollbacks 
in the program will come from repeal
ing the final phase of the 1993 expan
sion of the EITC and the repeal of the 
EITC for workers without children. 

In practical terms, this rollback of 
the EITC will mean an increased tax 
burden of $21 billion over the next 7 
years on more than 12 million Amer
ican households. In my home State of 
Connecticut alone, this would mean an 
average tax increase of $1,408 over 7 
years on 67,660 working families. This 
increased tax burden on the very sector 
of the population that can least afford 
to sustain it, the working family, just 
does not make sense. It is a policy that 
takes us further from, not closer to, 
our goal of encouraging work and self
sufficiency. 

The EITC encourages people to work 
toward a higher standard of living. 
Specifically, it supplements the earn
ings of eligible lower- and moderate-in
come workers and families with a Fed
eral income tax credit that increases 
their disposable income. Families move 
off welfare dependence to full-time 
work because EITC makes work pay. 
Thus, parents who work full time are 
not forced to raise children in poverty. 

And I know that one of the stated 
purposes of these cuts is to eliminate 
fraud in the EITC program. That is a 
noble goal but I am afraid, that like 
the news of Mark Twain's death, fraud 
in this program may be greatly exag
gerated. The President has proposed 
denying the EITC credit to illegal 
aliens and I am pleased that the pro
posal before us incorporates that idea. 
It also makes sense to require a Social 
Security number in order to qualify for 
the credit. The ms is making a good 
faith effort to ensure that this credit is 
going to the people who need it the 
most. 

I also think it is wise to adopt the 
President's proposal to deny the EITC 
to otherwise eligible tax filers with in
terest and dividend income exceeding 
$2,500. If your investments are generat
ing that much income, it is hard to 
argue that you really need the EITC. 
For that reason, I am pleased that we 
moved forward with this proposal as a 
way to offset part of the cost of rein
stating the self-employed health insur
ance deduction. 

Historically, the EITC has enjoyed 
bipartisan support. My colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have had 
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many positive things to say about the 
EITC. They have described the program 
as a key means of helping low-income 
workers with dependent children get 
off and stay off welfare and a great way 
to help low-income families with the 
cost of raising their children. It sends 
assistance to those in need; to those 
who work hard and yet struggle to 
make a living and provide for their 
children. 

Jack Kemp, George Bush, and Ronald 
Reagan have all been strong advocates 
of the EITC. President Reagan de
scribed the EITC as "The best anti-pov
erty, the best pro-family, the best job 
creation measure to come out of the 
Congress." 

The Republicans other budget pro
posals regarding the EITC are identical 
to those in the President's fiscal year 
1996 budget. They include a proposal to 
roll back the EITC by denying the 
credit to illegal aliens, and the denial 
of the EITC to otherwise eligible tax 
filers whose interest and dividend in
come exceeds $2,500. I strongly support 
these two proposals. 

First, I agree that with the President 
that compliance measures must be 
strengthened. A prerequisite to EITC 
eligibility should be the possession of a 
valid Social Security number. This 
would create a simple and efficient 
screening process which would allow 
the IRS to deny the credit in the ab
sence of a valid Social Security num
ber. 

The Republicans second proposal to 
deny the EITC to eligible tax filers is 
another Clinton administration pro
posal. I agree with the President's posi
tion that taxpayers with $2,500 of tax
able interest and dividends do not need 
the EITC. Indeed, this proposal has al
ready been included in H.R. 831 to off
set a portion of the cost of reinstating 
the income tax deduction for health in
surance premiums paid by the self-em
ployed. 

In closing I'd like to take a few mo
ments to stress the emphasis that the 
EITC places on work. The EITC is a 
work incentive and by law it is only 
available to working families. If you 
are not working, you are not eligible 
for the EITC. It is just that simple. Ad
ditionally, for those in the lowest in
come levels, the EITC increases with 
each dollar of earnings. Therefore, if an 
individual in the eligible income brack
et works longer hours, he will receive a 
larger EITC. This is tax fairness. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
any rollbacks in the EITC by support
ing this amendment. 

Mr. President, the debate on this 
amendment is about priorities since 
this amendment does not affect the 
bottom line of this budget resolution. 
The amendment leaves intact the sub
stantial, I would say, historic, feat of 
balancing the budget by the year 2002. 

This amendment says we do not want 
the earned income tax credit funds cut. 

The reason is that this is a program 
that rewards work. It is a low-bureauc
racy, low-overhead program. It has 
worked by rewarding work and it is a 
program that has traditionally enjoyed 
bipartisan support. The Democratic 
Leadership Council, which I am pleased 
to chair, has long supported this pro
gram as has former Presidents Reagan 
and Bush as well as Jack Kemp. 

The budget before us has an impact 
on the program. It would reduce tax re
lief for 12 million American families by 
$21 billion. In my home State of Con
necticut, this would mean a reduction 
in tax relief over the next 7 years of 
$1,400 for more than 67,000 working 
families. As a matter of priority, I do 
not want the bulk of these reductions. 

Mr. President, the cost of this pro
gram has grown. But that is not be
cause it is out of control. The cost of 
this program has grown because we in 
Congress have directed that it grow be
cause we believe in this program. 

My friend from Oklahoma says that 
the EITC is costing more annually 
than the AFDC. I say that is good 
news. That means we are finally spend
ing more to reward work than to re
ward those who do not work. I hope the 
gap between these two programs con
tinues to grow as time goes by. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
here, finally, that the increase in the 
program in recent years is not by fraud 
and deviousness in the program, it is 
by congressional design and congres
sional intent. When the changes we 
made to the program in 1993 are fully 
phased in at the end of fiscal year 1996, 
this program, the EITC, will actually 
grow by a very modest rate of 4.5 per
cent a year. 

So as a matter of priority, as a mat
ter of sustaining a bipartisan consen
sus on supporting those who are poor 
and work and need our help and en
couragement so they not go onto wel
fare, I support this amendment. 

Finally, I would like to quote former 
President Reagan who described the 
EITC as "the best antipoverty, the best 
profamily, the best job creation meas
ure to come out of the Congress." That 
is absolutely right. That is why I sup
port the amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRADLEY. How much time re

mains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 

minutes remain. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I yield myself 2 mi.n

utes. 
Mr. President, the earned income 

credit is called the earned income cred
it for a very specific reason. You do not 
get it unless you earn money. You do 
not get it as a gift. You get it because 
you work. You get it because you work 
and have earned money. You do not 
earn much money, but you do earn 
some money. And you also frequently 
are eligible for various benefits. As you 
earn more money, you lose those bene-

fits. As you earn more money, you pay 
more Social Security. 

What the earned income tax credit is 
supposed to do is to give that working 
family that earns money some break 
for the Social Security and other taxes 
they pay and for the benefits that they 
lose as they earn more money. It is a 
very simple concept in terms of the So
cial Security tax. It could have the 
same impact as a tax credit against So
cial Security. But we do not have a 
credit against Social Security taxes. 
The earned income credit is essentially 
giving people who pay significant So
cial Security taxes some of that back. 
So it is clearly a reduction of an over
all Federal tax burden, both income 
tax and Social Security tax. While peo
ple who are at $16,000 or $17,000 a year 
do not pay in a lot of income tax, they 
pay in over $2,000 in Social Security 
taxes. With the earned-income tax 
credit, because they work, they get a 
break for those Social Security taxes. 

They get a refund from the Govern
ment so they pay less Social Security 
tax, in reality. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want 
to try and clarify some of the state
ments that have been made. 

In the first place, I will repeat what 
I told Senator BRADLEY. This budget 
resolution does not direct the Finance 
Committee not to raise taxes. We do 
not have a tax increase in this budget. 

I know many of my colleagues on the 
other side want to have a tax increase. 
We do not have a tax increase. This 
says reduce the outlays. 

My colleague from Connecticut said 
we are saving $21 billion. We reduced 
the rate of growth in this program. 
That is our direction or suggestion to 
the Finance Committee to reduce the 
growth by $21 billion over 7 years. If we 
froze the program, we would have $50 
billion in savings. 

Frankly, I think we probably should 
freeze it because it is so rampant with 
abuse. It is so fraudulent. There are so 
many people taking advantage of this 
program. The more people find out 
about it the more they like it, espe
cially if they find out that their neigh
bor or somebody else is taking advan
tage of it, and received a nice cash 
lump sum of $2,000 or $3,000. 

Unfortunately, the amount of dollars 
are so significant more people will be 
filing fraudulent returns. That is what 
the IRS has told Congress. The IRS has 
made some interesting statements. 
They said 13 percent of returns they 
judge to have intentional errors. In 
other words, fraud. They said 29 per
cent, in a 1994 study, 29 percent re
ceived too much earned-income credit. 
Regarding illegal aliens, the IRS sus
pects that more than 160,000 receive 
earned-income credits in 1994. 

I am afraid we spent a lot of money 
for GAO to do some homework for Con
gress, and then we do not pay any at
tention to their work. Maybe we should 
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not in some cases. In this case, they 
have clearly shown this is a fraudulent 
program that needs to be reformed. 

Some of our colleagues are saying, 
no, no, keep the status quo, keep going 
as usual. So what if 30-some percent 
have abused the program. So what if it 
went from a few billion dollars a year 
to a $30 billion program. Allow it to 
continue. 

Mr. President, I do not think we can 
afford to. We can achieve every bit of 
the savings, and allow the program to 
go by eliminating the fraud in this pro
gram. If we do not, we ought to be 
ashamed of ourselves. 

GAO says look at a wealth test. We 
enacted an EITC wealth test earlier 
this year, but its thresholds are too 
high. A person can have a lot of assets 
and receive a lot of income from those 
assets and they can still qualify for the 
earned-income credit. For hours of 
work, there is no minimum. People can 
work 100 hours and qualify for $3,000 
benefit in this program. People do not 
have to work 2,000 hours. The average 
recipient last year worked, I think, 
1,300 hours. Some people could work 100 
hours and still receive it. 

This program is set up for abuse. The 
GAO has done a pretty significant 
study. This is recent study, in March 
1995. I encourage my colleagues to look 
at it. It is available. We paid for it. We 
should look at that information. 

I know my colleagues on the other 
side supported this massive increase in 
1993, and they are very proud of it. 
They have gone back and quoted Ron
ald Reagan who stated it was a good 
thing. However, the total cost of this 
program in 1980 was $2 billion; in 1986 it 
was still $2 billion. 

This program did not grow very fast, 
initially. By 1988 it grew to $5.9 billion. 
Then its cost really exploded. I heard a 
couple of my colleagues say it is pri
marily for families, but in 1993 their 
tax bill opened the program up to peo
ple who do not have children. 

Originally, as conceived by Senator 
Russell Long and others, the EITC was 
for families. Senator Long has written 
an op-ed piece saying he supported the 
earned-income program, but he said 
Congress went too far in 1993 when they 
expanded this program to apply to peo
ple without children. Originally, people 
had to have one or two kids to qualify 
for the program. Now you do not. 
Again, we make a lot more people eli
gible and we increase the amount of 
money they are eligible for. 

In 1990, the maximum amount any
body could receive out of this program 
was $953. In 1995, the maximum that 
someone can receive with two kids is 
$3,110. In the year 2000, that maximum 
amount under current law will be 
$4,068. We have millions of people that 
are eligible. So we are saying, no, we 
do not think we can afford that. So we 
allow the maximum to increase every 
year but at much smaller levels. So we 

say by the year 2000 the maximum 
amount that someone could receive 
with two or more children would be 
$3,560, over $450 more than what they 
are receiving today, but not going all 
the way to $4,068. 

Granted, the EITC is not growing as 
fast under our proposal. It should not 
because the program is so rampant 
with fraud and abuse. It is growing too 
fast. We need to curtail it. We need to 
have some containment on entitlement 
programs or we will never, ever, get to 
a balanced budget. 

Then, Mr. President, I want to men
tion one other thing. That is the way 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle want to pay for this. They will 
take it from the so-called reserve fund 
that we are setting aside, if we balance 
the budget, to give back to the Amer
ican taxpayer. 

This is about the third or the fourth 
amendment, and I am sure we will re
ceive more, where our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are saying 
how they want to spend the so-called 
economic dividend. They want to spend 
it before we get there. That is, in a 
nutshell, the reason why the Demo
crats have never had balanced budgets. 
They want to spend it before we get it. 
They want to spend more than we take 
in. They are more popular spending 
money than taking it away. 

When we call this program an earned
income tax credit, it makes people 
think we are reducing taxes. We are 
not. This program is a negative income 
tax. We ought it call it what it is. It is 
a negative income tax. 

George McGovern campaigned on a 
negative income tax in 1972, and now 
we have it in law. Perhaps it has 
maybe a better title, but for 80 percent 
of the people, it is a lump sum negative 
income tax. It is a cash payment. It is 
a cash payment that is growing a lot 
faster than AFDC. 

We should be discussing this when we 
get into welfare reform. I am all for 
trying to create incentives to get peo
ple to work, but this is a lump sum 
payment that discourages work. There 
are a lot of people that might work 
just enough to maximize this payment, 
by either reporting income, or not re
porting income. 

We had some people on this case that 
might report income they did not re
ceive so they could get into this level, 
and others might not report income 
that they received, cash or otherwise, 
so they could stay at this level. 

I do not even want to get into the 
confusing stuff about the marginal tax 
rates this program creates, but we find 
people in the phase-out side of this pro
gram that will end up paying 80 per
cent or 90 percent of their additional, 
marginal income in taxes. Think about 
that. I do not want to get too confusing 
with facts, but they can have the high
est marginal tax rate of anybody in 
America. And that is not fair, either. 

That is a real disincentive to earn 
more income. I do not think we should 
have that. 

The direction of the Finance Com
mittee and the direction of this budget 
is to limit the growth of this program. 
It is growing too fast. It is out of con
trol. 

GAO says-not just Don NICKLES and 
Bill ROTH who had a hearing on this in 
the Governmental Affairs Committee
that the cost of this program is explod
ing. I compliment Senator ROTH for his 
efforts. We need to respond. The Fi
nance Committee and Ways and Means 
Committee needs to respond. We need 
to get this program under control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma has 1 minute re
maining, and 1 minute is remaining on 
the other side. 

Mr. NICKLES. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself the 1 remaining minute. 

Mr. President, let the Senate think 
about who we are talking about here. 
We are talking about Americans who 
are working. If they are making the 
minimum wage and if they are getting 
food stamps, and they are getting 
EITC, they are still below the poverty 
line. Still below the poverty line. 

Now, that is what the issue is. Four 
trillion dollars in tax benefits or tax 
expenditures over the length of this 
measure, $4 trillion, will be accumu
lated. But the only place that the Re
publicans could find a place to collect 
money was $20 billion from these work
ing families. If they are working full 
time for minimum wage, are getting 
food stamps, getting the EITC, these 
people still do not have enough, to 
bring up a family. And still they are 
trying to take that benefit away. It is 
wrong. 

I hope the BRADLEY amendment will 
be successful. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time is expired. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, has all 
time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma has 1 minute. 

Mr. EXON. If I understand it cor
rectly, we have finished debate and 
under the previous agreement we will 
have the vote on this at some succeed
ing time, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma has 1 remaining 
minute. 

Mr. EXON. I thought the Senator has 
yielded back. He has not yielded back? 
I am sorry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will 
be brief. We have one minute remain
ing and we will be voting at a time des
ignated by the two leaders. 

It is vitally important we pass the 
budget. We have a chance for the first 
time in history to pass a budget that is 
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going to call for a balanced budget. 
Many of us thought we should do that 
whether we passed a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget or 
not. It is not possible to pass a bal
anced budget unless we curtail the 
growth of expensive programs. This 
program has been growing out of con
trol. This program cost a few billion 
dollars a few years ago. It cost $25 bil
lion this year. It will be costing $36 bil
lion by the year 2002. We cannot con
tinue that rate of growth. We have to 
slow it down. 

Under this proposal it contiimes to 
grow about $1 billion a year, not as 
rapidly as proposed under current law. 
We cannot sustain current law growth. 
We cannot sustain 55 percent growth 
per year, so this is an effort to curtail 
it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, has all 
time has expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on both sides. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to yield a maximum of 45 min
utes to my great friend and colleague, 
the senior Senator from West Virginia, 
off the minority side's time allotted. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska, the ranking manager of the 
bill. 

Mr. President, both Houses of Con
gress waited for weeks beyond the time 
when budget resolutions are normally 
brought before the House and Senate. 
In fact, as Senators are aware, section 
301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act 
requires that on or before April 15 of 
each year the Congress shall complete 
action on a concurrent resolution on 
the budget for the fiscal year beginning 
on October 1 of such year. Neverthe
less, Congress has often missed this 
deadline, so the lateness of this par
ticular budget resolution is not ex
traordinary. 

It is particularly understandable that 
this year's budget resolution would be 
late, in light of the fact that it con
tains more deficit reduction than has 
ever been proposed in any budget reso
lution. I believe the figure is nearly $1 
trillion in deficit reduction that would 
purportedly be achieved over the next 7 
years if this budget resolution is 
agreed to, and if all of its reconcili
ation instructions were enacted into 
law. That is what the Congressional 
Budget Office's current projections 
show. 

At the end of that 7 years, according 
to table 1 on page 6 of the Budget Com
mittee's report, under this budget reso
lution we will have achieved a budget 
surplus of $1.3 billion. Apparently that 
surplus occurs only under a unified 
budget. For those who are not inti
mately familiar with budget terminal-

ogy, a unified budget is one that allows 
the use of trust fund surpluses to mask 
the true size of the deficit. 

For this particular budget resolution, 
the use of such trust fund surpluses, 
and particularly the Social Security 
surplus, is necessary to achieve the $1.3 
billion surplus in the year 2002. If one 
turns back one page in the Budget 
Committee's report to page 5, one will 
find another table. This table, table 1, 
sets forth the projected deficits rec
ommended by the Budget Committee 
through the year 2002 without using 
the trust fund surpluses. This table 
shows that even if we adopt this budget 
resolution lock, stock, and barrel, we 
will still have a deficit-according to 
the Budget Committee-of $113.5 billion 
in 2002. In other words, if we do not 
apply the Social Security trust fund 
surplus against the deficit, the budget 
will not balance in the year 2002 under 
this budget resolution. Instead, there 
will be a deficit of $113.5 billion. 

Having said that, I am quick to ac
knowledge the tremendously difficult 
work that has been done by the able 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Mr. DOMENICI. He has spent months on 
this budget resolution and, having 
worked closely with him on appropria
tion and budget matters for many 
years, I know that he is thoroughly fa
miliar with virtually every i tern in this 
budget resolution. I would expect no 
less from this very able and distin
guished Senator. It cannot have been 
easy to recommend the difficult 
choices that were necessary to achieve 
$1 trillion in deficit reduction without 
including any additional revenues and 
without cutting military spending. I 
would note, however, that the task 
would have been even more difficult 
had not the 1993 Reconciliation Act 
been enacted. So let us not lose sight of 
that fact. That measure, at the time of 
its passage, was estimated to cut the 
deficit by $433 billion below the CBO 
baseline over 5 years. 

President Clinton deserves a great 
deal of credit for having proposed a 
major deficit reduction package short
ly after he assumed office in 1993. Sub
sequently, Congress enacted the Omni
bus Reconciliation Act of 1993, which 
resulted in reducing 5-year deficit pro
jections by $433 billion. Not one Repub
lican, not one in either House, voted 
for the package, but, as I said, the 
Budget Committee has benefited from 
that 1993 deficit reduction package. 
Without that package that we enacted 
in 1993, the committee would have had 
to come up with another $433 billion in 
deficit reduction in this resolution in 
order to reach their target in 2002. 

Mr. President, despite the rhetoric to 
the contrary-let me say this. I hope 
all Senators will hear it. Despite the 
rhetoric to the contrary, this is not the 
first budget resolution that has pro
jected a balanced budget. I hear many 
Senators say, "For the first time we 

have a budget resolution here that 
projects a balanced budget." 

That ain't so. This is not the first 
budget resolution that has projected a 
balanced budget. In fact, it is not even 
the second, or third budget resolution 
that has done so. That this is so is sup
ported by the Budget Committee's re
port accompanying this year's resolu
tion. In Mr. EXON's minority views, on 
page 314, the following statement is 
made: 

Contrary to Republican statements, this is 
not the first budget resolution to achieve 
balance. It is the fifth in line. The 1980, 1981, 
1982, and 1991 budget resolutions were in bal
ance. In the 1991 budget, Democrats did not 
use the Social Security trust fund surplus to 
reach balance. This all goes to demonstrate 
that the universe covered by a budget resolu
tion can change in the course of the years. 

That is the language, that is the 
committee report, and I quoted from 
Mr. EXON's statement there. 

So, there have been four other occa
sions when budget resolutions have 
projected a balanced budget. We have 
done this before. This is not the first 
time. In fact, I recall that President 
Carter's fiscal year 1981 budget con
tained a deficit of something like $15.9 
billion. We in the Senate found that to 
be intolerable, and as majority leader 
at that time, I convened a session at 
which the chairman and ranking mem
bers of the Budget, Appropriations, and 
other relevant committees sat down for 
several days including an entire week
end to come up with the necessary 
changes to balance President Carter's 
1981 budget. We accomplished our pur
pose and the fiscal year 1981 budget res
olution, therefore, showed a balanced 
budget. but, as with all other budget 
resolutions, including this one, as we 
shall see, changes in economic and 
technical forecasts caused the actual 
1981 budget to be out of balance. The 
latest such budget resolution prior to 
the pending one was that for fiscal year 
1991. Some Senators will recall that the 
1991 budget resolution was adopted sub
sequent to the 1990 Budget Summit. 
That Budget Summit was requested by 
President Bush in May of 1990. I par
ticipated in it, as did a number of other 
Senators, including Mr. DOLE, Mr. Do
MENICI, and Mr. GRAMM, to name a 
few-Mr. HATFIELD and Mr. Bentsen, 
who was a Senator at that time. From 
the House side, the summit partici
pants included Mr. GEPHARDT and Mr. 
GINGRICH, among a ~umber of others. 

We spent literally weeks and weeks 
and weeks, and even months negotiat
ing a bipartisan deficit reduction pack
age which, it was agreed by all, should 
be no greater than $500 billion over five 
years. The fear was that anything over 
$500 billion would throw the economy 
into recession. We had the best Demo
cratic and Republican brains in the Na
tion sitting around that summit table 
at Andrews Air Force Base. In addition 
to Members of Congress and their 
staffs, we had the benefit of the wisdom 
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of Mr. Richard Darman, President 
Bush's OMB Director; Mr. John 
Sununu, the President's Chief of Staff; 
and even the Secretary of the Treas
ury, Mr. Nicholas Brady. Also prese.nt 
was the CBO Director, Dr. Robert 
Reischauer, and several of his key 
staff. I should mention that Leon Pa
netta was there. As anyone can see, we 
did not suffer from a lack of expertise 
at the 1990 bipartisan Budget Summit. 
Well, after all those months of intense 
negotiations, which often ran into the 
night and included Saturdays and Sun
days, we finally reached an agreement. 

That agreement cut the projected 5-
year deficits for fiscal years 1991-95 by 
$500 billion. When first presented to the 
House, in the form of a budget resolu
tion, the summit agreement was voted 
down. After some modifications were 
made, however, a budget resolution 
was agreed to by the House on October 
8, 1990, and by the Senate the next day. 

I have here the fiscal year 1991 budg
et resolution conference report. It is 
numbered report 101-820, and was sub
mitted by Mr. Panetta, who was the 
House Budget Committee chairman at 
the time. On page 2 of this 1991 budget 
resolution conference report, we see a 
heading entitled "Recommended Lev
els and Amounts." Under that heading 
in section 3(a)(4), one will find the on
budget deficits for fiscal years 1991-94 
and an on-budget surplus for fiscal year 
1995. 

Specifically, the conference report it
self reads as follows: 

SEC. 3. (a)(4)(A) The amounts of the deficits 
are as follows: Fiscal year 1991: 
$143,700,000,000. Fiscal year 1992: 
$100,900,000,000. Fiscal . year 1993: 
$62,000,000,000. Fiscal year 1994: $14,700,000,000. 

(B) The amount of the surplus is as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $20,500,000,000. 

So there you have it. The budget res
olution for fiscal year 1991, which in
corporated the budget cuts agreed to at 
the 1990 Budget Summit, showed an on
budget surplus of $20.5 billion in the 
fifth year; namely, fiscal year 1995. 
That surplus was to be achieved under 
that budget resolution without using 
the Social Security surplus. In fact, if 
one turns to page 21 of the 1991 budget 
resolution conference report, there one 
will find a table which, among other 
things, shows that if the Social Secu
rity and other trust fund surpluses are 
used to reduce the deficits, then there 
were supposed to be surpluses, not defi
cits, for fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995. 
In fact, the surpluses were to be: for 
fiscal year 1993, $44.8 billion; for fiscal 
year 1994, $108.5 billion; and for fiscal 
year 1995, $156.2 billion. 

My purpose, Madam President, in 
raising these matters is to put to rest 
the misconception that somehow the 
Republican leadership in the Congress 
has come up with the first budget reso
lution ever that projects balance; and 
the further misconception that past 
Congresses failed to bite the bullet and 

make the tough choices to balance the 
budget. The fact is that we thought we 
had enacted the necessary spending re
straints in 1990, on a bipartisan basis, 
to achieve a balanced budget by 1995. 
The experts told us we had done so. 
But, as is the case now, and, as I have 
said many times, there is no earthly 
way that any human being can accu
rately predict what the deficit will be 5 
years from now. 

We all know what happened to those 
1991 budget resolution projections. 
They went south. No sooner was the 
ink dry on the Summit Agreement, and 
its accompanying reconciliation act, 
than CBO changed its projections. 

I have here a CBO document entitled 
"CBO Paper&-The 1990 Agreement: An 
Interim Assessment" dated December 
1990. On page 8, this paper lays out 
major changes in the 1991-95 deficit cal
culations upon which the Congress and 
President Bush had just depended when 
they enacted the provisions of the 
Summit Agreement, which was sup
posed to achieve a budget surplus by 
fiscal year 1995. Here is what CBO had 
to say about their changed projections, 
only 1 month after enactment of the 
Summit Agreement: 

The October interim economic assump
tions increase the projected deficit by $41 
billion in 1991 and by about $60 billion per 
year thereafter, compared with CEO's sum
mer baseline. The October forecast reflects 
significant signs of weakness that appeared 
in the economy after CBO completed its 
summer forecast in June. The Iraqi invasion 
of Kuwait in early August has caused a sharp 
increase in oil prices, which has boosted in
flation. In addition, the revision of the na
tional income and product accounts for the 
past three years suggests that the economy's 
potential rate of growth is lower than pre
viously thought. 

Taken together, these economic develop
ments reduce projected revenues by about 
$30 billion per year. Higher inflation in
creases cost-of-living adjustments for Social 
Security and other benefit programs, as well 
as discretionary inflation adjustments for 
defense and non-defense appropriations. 
Higher unemployment raises spending for 
unemployment compensation and for in
come-assistance programs. Finally, lower 
revenues and higher spending increase fed
eral borrowing requirements and debt service 
costs, by amounts growing from $2 billion in 
1991 to $17 billion in 1995. 

During the final months of fiscal year 1990, 
the Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC)-the 
agency charged with resolving insolvent sav
ings and loan associations-spent $10 billion 
more than CBO projected in July. This surge 
in spending suggests that the RTC is resolv
ing cases more quickly and needs more work
ing capital than previously thought. As are
sult, CBO has increased its estimates of de
posit insurance spending in 1991 and 1992. To
gether with the resulting increase in debt 
service costs, deposit insurance reestimates 
increase the projected deficit by $16 billion 
in 1991 and $42 billion in 1992, have little ef
fect in 1993, and reduce the deficit somewhat 
thereafter. 

So, Madam President, it became ob
vious, rather quickly then, that budget 
balance would not be achieved without 
further major deficit reduction pack-

ages. President Bush chose not to un
dertake further budget summits, nor to 
propose further deficit reduction for 
fiscal years 1992 or 1993. 

It was left up to President Clinton to 
propose further deficit reduction. He 
rose to the challenge in his "Vision For 
America," which was submitted to 
Congress on February 17, 1993. Presi
dent Clinton laid out a blueprint for 
improving the lives of Americans and 
for reducing the Federal deficit, while 
at the same time, addressing the Na
tion's investment deficit in both 
human and physical infrastructure. 
The 1993 Omnibus Reconciliation Act 
was subsequently enacted and resulted 
in $433 billion in deficit reduction-and 
it had to be done without a single Re
publican vote. 

That brings me to the pending budget 
resolution, which, as I stated at the be
ginning of my remarks, calls for some 
very difficult budget cuts which, ac
cording to OMB, will total $961 billion 
below a baseline which already as
sumes a non-defense discretionary 
freeze for the next 7 years. From this 
baseline, this budget resolution would 
cut: $256 billion from Medicare; $175 bil
lion from Medicaid; $209 billion from 
other entitlements; $190 billion from 
nondefense discretionary spending (as 
measured from a 1995 freeze extended 
through 2002; defense is increased by 
$25 billion); and $155 billion from re
duced debt service. 

For nondefense discretionary spend
ing, this budget resolution would cut 
$190 billion below a 1995 freeze; the 
equivalent of a $300 billion cut below 
the levels in the President's budget. By 
the year 2002, nondefense discretionary 
spending will be cut by nearly one
third, declining to 2.5 percent of the 
gross domestic product, and that would 
be a record low. 

For military spending, on the other 
hand, this budget resolution proposes 
no cuts to the President's budget, as 
opposed to its proposed $300 billion in 
cuts below the President's nondefense 
budgets, over the next 7 years. That is 
preposterous. If we accept this budget 
resolution, we will cut by one-third
provided the instructions are carried 
through-we will cut by one-third that 
portion of the budget which funds edu
cation, the National Institutes of 
Health, environmental cleanup, health 
and safety programs to ensure the safe
ty of food and water for our citizens, 
research and development, School-To
Work and other job training programs, 
NASA, aviation safety (including air 
traffic control), civilian and military 
retirement, agriculture, highway and 
bridge construction and maintenance, 
transit assistance, the Small Business 
Administration, the judiciary and the 
courts, nuclear waste cleanup, our na
tional parks, law enforcement, and the 
operating costs of every department 
and agency of the Federal Government. 
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These and all other nondefense pro

grams-all other nonmilitary pro
grams-will suffer devastating cuts 
over the next 7 years. 

But not the military; not the mili
tary. No cuts are proposed for the mili
tary over the next 7 years. 

Does anyone believe that the mili
tary budget cannot be cut? Does any
one believe that the military budget 
ought not be cut? Does anyone believe 
that there are not items in that mili
tary budget that can be cut, ought to 
be cut, and still maintain the kind of 
security for our country that we ex
pect? 

Well, apparently some of our friends 
on the other side of the aisle do believe 
that. Not only that, this budget resolu
tion will reestablish a wall so that 
military spending will have its own 
separate caps for the next 7 years. This 
will prohibit Congress from cutting 
military spending and using those cuts 
to ease the pain on nonmilitary spend
ing. This means that we will limit our 
ability to set priorities by removing 
from the budget-cutting pot the entire 
military budget. It is off limits. 

Furthermore, this budget resolution 
will eliminate the hold-harmless provi
sions of the Budget Enforcement Act 
for discretionary spending. This means 
that discretionary caps will no longer 
be adjusted for economic and technical 
miscalculations which are beyond the 
control of Congress. 

I fought for that in connection with 
the 1990 summit and the budget resolu
tion that flowed therefrom. I fought for 
that. I sat right down in my office and 
discussed that with Mr. Darman. I said, 
"There's no give on that. Nondefense 
discretionary has got to be held harm
less." And we were, and we have been 
held harmless since. But that is out 
now with this budget resolution. 

Finally, this budget resolution will 
create a new requirement that, in order 
to not be charged against discretionary 
spending, emergencies will have to 
achieve a 60-vote supermajority in the 
Senate. 

So if we have a disaster in Texas, get 
ready to produce 60 votes, or else it 
will be charged against discretionary 
spending. And where do we have the 
money? Discretionary spending is on 
the block. The ax is going to fall, as it 
has fallen time and time again in re
cent years. 

It is clear that nondefense discre
tionary spending will suffer the great
est harm of any area of the Federal 
budget under this budget resolution. 
And the American people will not have 
to wait for reconciliation to feel the ef
fects of the nondefense, nonmilitary, 
discretionary cuts. Those cuts will be 
coming to the House and Senate floors 
very soon after the adoption of the 
budget resolution conference agree
ment. Each of the 11 nondefense discre
tionary appropriation bills will contain 
a large dose of reality as to what is 

being asked of the American people in 
the way of cutbacks in government 
services. And these cuts will keep com
ing each and every year for the next 7 
years. There will be no relief. If the 
caps are exceeded, then automatic 
cuts, or sequesters, will occur to bring 
nonmilitary spending back within each 
year's cap on both budget authority 
and outlays. Rest assured, if this budg
et resolution is agreed to, and I have 
no doubts that it will be agreed to, 
these cuts will occur. We will no longer 
have to speculate about the pain that 
will occur. It will have arrived. 

For the entitlement portion of the 
budget, this budget resolution also 
calls for tough medicine. As the debate 
has already brought out, cuts of $256 
billion for Medicare; $175 billion for 
Medicaid; and $209 billion from other 
entitlements will be very harsh upon 
those in our society who, in many 
cases, are the least able to afford to 
pay more for their benefits. The 
changes called for in the budget resolu
tion for entitlements will be taken up 
later this year in a massive reconcili
ation bill. Only if enacted by Congress 
and signed into law by the President, 
will these entitlement cuts take place. 

So there will be another.day to make 
that decision. 

Page 5 of the committee report, 
Madam President, contains this state
ment: 

The committee's recommendations are 
real, enforceable, and achieve the fiscal pol
icy goal of a comprehensive, unified balanced 
budget in 2002. 

I ask Senators where is the enforce
ment on entitlement spending in this 
resolution? Let me read again page 5 of 
the committee report. I quote: 

The committee's recommendations are 
real. enforceable. and achieve the fiscal pol
icy goal of a comprehensive, unified balanced 
budget in 2002. 

I ask the committee, where is the en
forcement on entitlements? The com
mittee report says these are enforce
able. Where? Where is the enforcement 
on entitlement spending in this resolu
tion? I have asked my staff to find 
that. My staff has searched in vain to 
find caps on entitlements and seques
ters to enforce the caps. There are no 
such provisions. Despite the commit
tee's claim, there is no enforcement on 
entitlement spending for the next 7 
years. Yet, as any knowledgeable ob
server knows, entitlements are where 
the growth in Federal spending is oc
curring. The cuts in discretionary 
spending will occur-you can bet-they 
will occur because there are caps every 
year and automatic, across-the-board 
cuts discretionary spending within 
those caps. 

Yes, they are enforceable, those cuts 
in nonmilitary discretionary spending. 
Cuts in nonmilitary discretionary 
spending will occur because there are 
caps every year and automatic, across
the-board cuts to keep the nonmilitary 

discretionary spending within those 
caps. Yet, for entitlements, this resolu
tion contains no caps and no other en
forcement mechanisms. 

Similarly, for revenues, there is 
nothing in this resolution to ensure 
that each year's revenue projection 
will be achieved. What if we have are
cession? What if we have a recession, as 
we probably will? How will the short
fall be accounted for? 

The only way in this resolution is by 
increasing the deficit. 

For entitlement spending and reve
nues, this budget resolution is no dif
ferent-no different-from any of the 
other budget resolutions in the past. In 
fact, the proposed balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution suffers 
from the same flaw. We pointed that 
out time and time again in the debate. 
That amendment suffered from that 
flaw. Human beings simply cannot ac
curately forecast budgets 7 years, or 5 
years or 4 years or 3 years or 2 years, 
or even 1 year in advance. This budget 
resolution is no different from the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1991 
which, as I have already pointed out, 
was not worth the paper it was written 
on. When all is said and done, it was 
not worth the paper it was written on. 
It took CBO just 1 month-1 month-to 
change the revenues downward and the 
entitlements upward. The pending res
olution will not improve the negative 
effects of those misestimates for reve
nues and entitlements at all. 

This brings me to a final area of the 
pending resolution, which is disturbing 
to me, perhaps as much as any of the 
other matters I have raised, if not 
more. That is the portion of this budg
et resolution which states that after 
enactment of reconciliation, the Con
gressional Budget Office will provide 
the Senate with a revised estimate of 
the deficit for the years 1996 through 
2005, and if there is any additional defi
cit reduction, the "surplus" can be 
used for a cut in revenues. The resolu
tion would not allow the surplus to be 
explicitly used for additional deficit re
duction or to lessen the impact of pro
posed Medicare or Medicaid cuts. 

CBO has already indicated that if the 
deficit is eliminated by the year 2002, 
there will be a "bonus surplus" gained 
from a reduction in interest rates and 
an improvement of one-tenth of a per
centage point in the growth rate. The 
mark requires the fiscal dividend to be 
limited to the amount CBO certifies is 
the additional deficit reduction that 
results from the enactment of rec
onciliation legislation based upon the 
Republican mark. 

Madam President, first of all, I do 
not believe there will be any windfall if 
this budget resolution is agreed to and 
if its accompanying reconciliation 
measure is signed into law. This budget 
resolution assumes there will be no re
cessions over the next 7 years. Further
more, any objective review of the past 
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history of CBO's 5-year deficit projec
tions would lead one to find highly sus
pect the 7-year projections contained 
in the pending resolution. I do not be
lieve the chances are any better than 1 
in 1,000 that, if we accept this budget 
resolution to carry out its entire con
tents without change, we will achieve a 
balanced budg.et in 2002. 

Regarding the tax cut provided in 
this resolution, I am frankly amazed. 
For all the talk-all the talk-about 
balancing the budget and all the 
mighty effort expended, we turn right 
around again in the same budget bal
ancing document and spend $170 billion 
that we do not have and will, in all 
likelihood, never have on a tax cut. It 
is folly. Here we go again. Like the old 
song says: "Livin' on money that we 
ain't made yet." 

"Livin'. on money that we ain't made 
yet." That money is not going to be 
there when the day rolls around. 

In case I am wrong, I do not support 
the use of any resulting windfall for 
tax cuts. And I do not care who rec
ommends the tax cuts. It can be Presi
dent Clinton, if he wants to. I am not 
going down that road with him. I do 
not think he should have gone down 
that road. I do not think anybody 
ought to be recommending tax cuts at 
this time. I am not supporting Mr. 
Clinton and I am not supporting the 
Republicans on any tax cuts. 

If there are any windfalls, we should 
apply them toward the deficit rather 
than give them away in tax cuts. That 
is what we wanted to do. We want to 
balance the budget. It is the height of 
ridiculosity to propose tax cuts for the 
wealthy which total over $350 billion 
over the next 7 years, while at the 
same time we are devastating domestic 
discretionary programs that are invest
ments in the Nation's future and in the 
people's future. 

I believe that the other side of the 
aisle would do well to tone down the 
partisan rhetoric and the blame game. 
Democrats did not put us in this down
ward spiral. We all had a hand in it. We 
had a Democratic House, but we had a 
Republican President and we had aRe
publican Senate. Democrats have done 
their best to lead the efforts to elimi
nate the Federal deficit in the past. We 
recognize it has to be done. We did not 
ignore the problem in the past. We did 
not ignore it in 1993, and we stand 
ready to do our part again to do what 
is necessary to achieve budget balance. 
But it is obvious that we cannot do this 
if all we are interested in is partisan
ship. Virtually every substantive 
amendment that was offered by Demo
crats in the Budget Committee markup 
was rejected on a party line vote. Here 
on the Senate floor, the same partisan 
approach has been used by the Repub
lican majority. 

I, therefore, do not kid myself by 
holding out any hope that there will be 
any attention paid by the Republican 

side to the suggestions or proposals 
made by this side of the aisle. That is 
unfortunate. We are all here to do our 
solemn duty in, once again, making 
tough choices which affect the lives· of 
virtually every American in order to 
balance the budget. None of us shy 
away from that duty. But, I submit 
that the Senate and the American peo
ple would be far better served if, at 
some point during this year's budget 
and reconciliation battles, we put aside 
partisan and Presidential politics, and 
vote for the best possible legislation in 
all instances-no matter whose idea it 
may be. 

I close by congratulating again, Mr. 
DOMENICI, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. He is an extremely capable 
and bright and dedicated Senator, and 
he has demonstrated a great deal of 
courage in bringing this resolution for
ward. 

But I like to look at history in a sit
uation like this, just as in many other 
situations. I have related some recent 
history to show that budget resolutions 
have a way of being overly optimistic 
and that there are conditions that 
occur in the economy which, in the 
final analysis, result in changing the 
expected and hoped-for outcomes of the 
budget resolutions. 

I also compliment Senator EXON, who 
has done a fine job, a dedicated job on 
the Budget Committee. It is not easy. 
And all of the members on that com
mittee are to be complimented. I am 
not on the committee, and I do not 
envy those who have worked so hard. 
They have spent hours and days and 
weeks, and they have done their best. I 
know they have done their best. 

I know the Senator from New Mexico 
has done his best. He believes in this 
product. But he has no control over the 
future. Nobody has any control over to
morrow. "Boast not thyself of tomor
row, for thou knowest not what a day 
may bring forth.'' Recessions can 
occur, military conflicts may arise. 
There are things we cannot foresee. We 
cannot foresee what inflation will be, 
what the unemployment rate will be, 
what the gross domestic product will 
be, what interest rates will be. 

In closing, I compliment the man
agers and I hope that what I had to say 
today will be of some benefit and that 
it will at least cause us to look back 
over the road we have traveled in the 
past and possibly to temper what we 
may have to say with regard to the fu
ture's optimist projections. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 2 minutes 10 seconds remain
ing. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield back my 2 min
utes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
yield myself 1 minute off my side. Be
fore he leaves the floor, I thank Sen
ator BYRD very much for his remarks. 

I know we do not agree on the details, 
but I thank him very much for the way 
in which he described the Budget Com
mittee, as hard-working people. It is 
very hard to get people together on 
such diverse issues. I compliment Sen
ator ExoN for his hard work. Again, I 
thank Senator BYRD for his remarks. 

There is no question that if we could 
predict with specificity exactly what 
will happen 3 years, 7 years, 20 years 
from now, we would be greater than 
the Roman Senate. But in any event, 
we cannot do that. I understand we are 
doing our very best. But I think the as
sumptions and expectations of this 
budget are realistically conservative in 
terms of economics and the like, even 
more so than the President's budget, 
which did not do much to the deficit 
but had less conservative estimates in 
the next 4 years. I thank him for his re
marks. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, let me 

take a moment and thank my friend 
and colleague, the chairman of the 
committee, Senator DOMENICI, with 
whom I have worked for a long, long 
time. I have saluted him during this 
debate before and I do so again now. 

I also want to take a moment to 
compliment my very dear friend, the 
senior Senator from West Virginia, for 
his outstandingly considerate and 
thoughtful remarks. I just hope that 
the Senate will be wise enough to rec
ognize and realize that someone with 
the wisdom, dedication and the 
evenhandedness that has been part and 
parcel of Senator BYRD's lengthy and 
very distinguished career would give us 
pause for consideration. I think some
times we get carried away, and I can 
think back and make talks on several 
measures that have been introduced in 
the U.S. Senate to solve the deficit 
problem. I voted against most of them 
because I did not think they held 
water. 

I simply say that there are many 
concerns that we have on both sides of 
the aisle. Some of the sharp debate we 
have had on this measure is a very le
gitimate process of the consideration
the debate and deliberations that the 
U.S. Senate has been known for a long 
time. 

As a personal aside, let me say that I 
have often said with my experience in 
politics, the great reward has been the 
people that I have met and have been 
associated with that would have never 
come my way had I not been chosen by 
the great people of the State of Ne
braska to represent them as Governor 
and then as a U.S. Senator. One of the 
finest things that has happened to this 
Senator, with all of the outstanding 
people that I have met and been associ
ated with and worked with, Senator 
BYRD has always been a pillar of what 
I think a U.S. Senator should be all 
about. And I think the remarks that he 
just gave demonstrate better than I 
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could have said it how important he 
has been and remains as a Member of 
this body. I thank my friend from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank both managers of the bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator GRAMM of 
Texas is going to offer an amendment. 
Technically, under the rules, I am sup
posed to manage the opposition. But I 
choose today to designate, if he will as
sume the responsibility, Senator ExON 
as the manager in opposition to the Re
publican amendment. 

Mr. EXON. I appreciate those re
marks by Senator DOMENICI. We are 
prepared to cooperate as he has out
lined. If I understand it correctly, we 
are now moving back and forth, and we 
are now prepared to listen to the begin
ning of the debate on what I under
stand is called the Gramm amendment. 
We are prepared for that if the Chair is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the senior Senator 
from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1123 
(Purpose: Setting forth the congressional 

budget for the United States Government 
for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002) 
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. for 
himself, Mr. COATS, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. KYL, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN and Mr. SMITH, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1123. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent further reading be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I 
have offered an amendment which will 
reduce Government spending from the 
level recommended in the Senate budg
et, that will include the heart of the 
tax cuts contained in the Contract 
With America, and that will, for all 
practical purposes, bring the budget 
which is now under consideration in 
the Senate into line with the budget 
that has already been adopted in the 
House. 

In short, if the amendment that I 
have offered is adopted, we can vir
tually guarantee that the tax cuts 
which Republicans across the land 
committed to in the 1994 elections will 
become the law of the land. 

I would like to outline what this de
bate is about. I would like to talk 
about the amendment. I would like to 

outline what the amendment does, and 
then I would like to talk about the 
issue that we are going to decide when 
we cast a vote on this amendment. 

In September of last year on the 
north plaza of the Capitol Building, Re
publican candidates for the U.S. Sen
ate, in fact, every Republican chal
lenger in the country that was running 
in an open seat or against a Demo
cratic incumbent except one who could 
not be there on that occasion, gathered 
to issue to America, a statement that 
we called "7 more in '94." 

I want to read the opening part of 
that statement, and then I want to 
refer to a couple of things in it. We 
said, "We pledge to the American peo
ple that if they empower us as a major
ity in the U.S. Senate on November 8, 
1994, we will dedicate ourselves to the 
adoption of these legislative prior
i ties.'' Among those priori ties, we had 
a tax exemption for children, we had 
the reestablishment of individual re
tirement accounts for families, we had 
the reduction of the capital gains tax 
rate, and the indexing of capital gains, 
and we pledged to repeal the earnings 
test under Social Security. 

One week later, as everyone in Amer
ica now knows, Republican candidates 
for the House of Representatives gath
ered on the west front of the Capitol 
and presented their Contract With 
America which outlined two goals as it 
related to the budget. 

One goal was to balance the Federal 
budget, a commitment we also had 
made 1 week earlier on the northern 
approach to the Capitol; and also they 
outlined a comprehensive program to 
cut taxes, to let families keep more of 
what they earn, to provide incentives 
for people to work and to save and to 
invest. 

That was in September 1994. We all 
know that the American people on No
vember 8 changed American Govern
ment in the most sweeping congres
sional election since 1932. We won a 
majority in both Houses of Congress. 
The House of Representatives, good to 
its word, not only made promises in 
the campaign but they fulfilled each 
and every one of those promises. They 
adopted a budget last week that bal
anced the Federal budget over a 7-year 
period and that mandated tax cuts as 
they had outlined in the Contract With 
America. 

Now, that brings the Senate to this 
point in the debate. Where we are 
today is that we have a budget before 
the Senate that fulfills half the fiscal 
commitments we made that September 
day. We have before the Senate a budg
et that over a 7-year-period limits the 
growth of Government spending to 3.3 
percent a year, down from an average 
of about 5.5 percent a year growth over 
the previous 5 years, down from about 
7.5 percent growth in Government 
spending since 1950. 

As a result of constraining the 
growth in Government spending, the 

budget that is before the Senate is a 
budget that will achieve balance over a 
7-year-period. 

I want to congratulate Senator Do
MENICI. I want to congratulate my col
leagues for having achieved half of the 
commitment that we made prior to the 
elections in 1994. 

My amendment today seeks to 
achieve the other half of those commit
ments. Now, what is the difference at 
this moment between the House budget 
and the Senate budget? Stated in its 
most simple terms, the budget that we 
are considering in the Senate spends 
$175 billion more on nondefense spend
ing programs over the next 7 years 
than the budget which was adopted in 
the House. That is the first difference. 
Our budget spends a lot more money 
than the House budget spends, on non
defense expenditures. 

The second difference is that the 
budget in the Senate does not mandate 
a tax · cut, whereas the budget in the 
House does. 

My amendment is a very simple 
amendment. What my amendment does 
is make two changes in spending. No.1, 
it phases in the reductions in the 
growth of spending under Medicaid so 
that while Medicaid expenditures grow 
every year over the next 7 years, and 
while Medicaid grows faster than Gov
ernment spending is growing, we slow 
down the rate of growth in Medicaid 
more quickly under the substitute 
which I have offered than under the 
budget that is currently pending before 
the Senate. 

Many people believe that those sav
ings are not only achievable but desir
able. 

The most significant change in 
spending that I have proposed in this 
amendment reduces nondefense discre
tionary spending below the level con
tained in the budget that is before the 
Senate, so that overall we are spending 
$142 billion less under my amendment 
than we are spending in the budget 
that is currently before the Senate. 
If we look at this chart, Mr. Presi

dent, it shows basically what the 
amendment does to spending. The red 
line is a line that shows the growth of 
Government spending under the Do
menici budget; that growth averages 
3.3 percent a year. 

What my amendment does, by reduc
ing the growth of discretionary spend
ing, and by phasing in savings in Med
icaid more quickly, rather than grow
ing at 3.3 percent a year, Government 
spending would grow at approximately 
3 percent a year. Government is still 
spending more each year than it spent 
the year before, but not spending as 
much as it would have spent had this 
amendment not been adopted. 

This amendment then provides for 
tax cuts for the American people. 
These tax cuts basically contain the 
following i terns: A $500 tax credit per 
child; cutting the capital gains tax rate 
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by 50 percent and indexing it for infla
tion; estate tax relief for small busi
ness and small farms; faster deprecia
tion through expensing for small busi
ness to encourage investment in small 
business in America; beginning the 
process of phasing out the so-called 
marriage penalty, this perverse provi
sion in the Tax Code where if two peo
ple with incomes meet, fall in love, and 
decide to get married, they pay the 
Government as much as $4,500 a year
for the right to be married-in addi
tional taxes; this amendment reestab
lishes individual retirement accounts 
for all Americans; it allows spouses 
working in the home to have an indi
vidual retirement account on exactly 
the same basis as if they worked out
side the home; it allows the deduction 
with a credit for expenses in adopting a 
child; it raises the threshold for the 
earnings test under Social Security so 
that if senior citizens need to work to 
supplement their income, if they have 
the ability to work, they can do it 
without losing Social Security in the 
process; and finally, if someone takes 
care of an elderly person in their home, 
they are allowed a credit for part of 
those expenses. 

This, in essence, is the tax cut that is 
contained in the House budget and is 
the heart of the Contract With Amer
ica. 

Now, let me take on the issues that 
are going to be raised. There are going 
to be some people who will say, "Look, 
let us balance the budget before we 
talk about tax cuts." 

That is very easy to respond to. We 
are both balancing the budget. The Do
menici budget balances the budget, 
certifies the savings, locks them in 
with enforcement mechanisms, and so 
does the amendment I have offered. In 
terms of balancing the budget, both 
amendments will balance the Federal 
budget. 

What my amendment does is spend 
less money, and by reducing spending 
by $142 billion over the next 7 years, 
my amendment makes it possible for 
us to adopt as part of the reconcili
ation process a tax cut, fulfill the com
mitment we made in the campaign, and 
to do something more: To begin the 
process of not only balancing the budg
et but changing who is doing the spend
ing in America. 

The debate here is really between 
those who say we want the Government 
to spend $142 billion more, in the Sen
ate, than Government spends in the 
House budget, and those who support 
my amendment and say let us have the 
Federal Government spend $142 billion 
less so families can spend more of their 
own money on their own children, so 
that businesses can invest more of 
their own money in their own busi
nesses. 

I know there are those who will say 
this is a debate about how much money 
we spend on children, this is a debate 

about how much money we spend on 
education, housing, and nutrition. But 
this is not a debate about how much 
money we spend on children. It is not a 
debate about how much money is spent 
on nutrition or housing or education. 
It is a debate about who is going to do 
the spending. 

In the budget that is before us, the 
Government is going to continue to do 
the spending. In the amendment that I 
have offered, the family will do the 
spending. I know Government and I 
know the family and I know the dif
ference. I believe if the American fam
ily is allowed to have a $500 tax credit 
per child so parents can spend more of 
their own money on their own children, 
on their own future, that they will do 
a better job in spending that money 
than the Federal Government is doing. 

In the House they propose elimina t
ing public funding for public television. 
In the House, they propose eliminating 
the Federal Department of Education. 
And they give part of that money back 
to parents, to let parents decide how it 
is spent. I believe that is a clear choice 
and I want to be absolutely certain 
that people know that we can make 
that choice in this amendment. If you 
want families to spend more of their 
own money rather than having the 
Government spend it, you want to be 
for this amendment. 

Second, this amendment cuts the 
capital gains tax rate, provides incen
tives for investment, and I know there 
will be those in this debate who will 
say this helps rich people. "If you cut 
the capital gains tax rate, rich people 
are going to exploit the situation be
cause what they are going to do is mo
bilize their money; they are going to 
invest it; they will create jobs. But if 
they are successful, they will earn prof
its. " 

Welcome to America. That is how our 
system works. If we want people to cre
ate jobs there has to be an incentive to 
do it. I do not understand people who 
love jobs but hate the people who cre
ate them. I do not understand how we 
can expect people to make investments 
and take risks, and yet somehow resent 
allowing them to benefit when they are 
successful from the investments they 
make and the risks they take. 

As I listen to all this talk about r ich 
people versus poor people, it has start
ed me thinking about my own life's ex
perience. I have been blessed in having 
a lot of jobs in my life, especially when 
I was growing up. I worked as a peanut 
processor, I worked in a cabinet shop, I 
worked in a boat factory, in addition to 
all the jobs we all had working in a 
grocery store, throwing a newspaper. 
No poor person ever hired me in my 
life. Every job I ever got in my life, I 
got because somebody beat me to the 
bottom rung of the economic ladder, 
climbed up, saved his money, invested 
it wisely, and made it possible for 
someone like me to get my foot on the 
bottom rung of the economic ladder. 

What my amendment seeks to do, by 
cutting the capital gains tax rate and 
by providing incentives for people to 
work and to save and to invest, is to 
guarantee that tens of millions of addi
tional young Americans will get an op
portunity to put their foot on the bot
tom rung of the economic ladder and 
start climbing up themselves. By cut
ting discretionary spending we have 
the opportunity to cut programs where 
Government is subsidizing business 
and, instead, cut the capital gains tax 
rate and provide investment incentives 
so that investment decisions are not 
made by the Government but where in
vestment decisions are made in the pri
vate sector of the economy. 

Some people are going to say, "Look, 
we ought to forget this $500 tax credit 
per child because it is not enough 
money to make any difference." For a 
two-child family, this $500 tax credit is 
going to mean that family is going to 
get to keep $1,000 more every year of 
what they earn to invest in their own 
children. That may not be much money 
in Washington, DC, but in Texas, where 
I am from, the ability of a family to 
spend $1,000 more of its own money on 
its own children is real money. The 
fact that that is not real money in 
Washington, DC, tells you something 
about the problems that we have in 
Washington, DC. I think these are 
changes we need to make. 

So here is the choice we are about. 
The choice is this. The House of Rep
resentatives has controlled Govern
ment spending, and using the words we 
use in Washington, cut Government 
spending. Even though spending grows 
every year in their budget, it just does 
not grow as fast as it would have grown 
had they not changed policies. But in 
the House, they spent roughly $175 bil
lion less on nondefense spending than 
the budget that we are now considering 
in the Senate. My amendment simply 
cuts spending by roughly that amount 
and gives that money back to parents 
to invest in their own children, cuts 
the capital gains tax rate, encourages 
savings and investment by changing 
the tax code so that rather than the 
Government spending this $175 billion, 
i t can be spent in the private sector, 
where families and businesses are mak
ing the decisions instead of the Govern
ment. 

This is not a debate about balancing 
the budget .. Both budgets balance the 
budget. This is not a debate about 
spending money on children or invest
ing in businesses. Both budgets do 
that. But it is a debate about who is 
going to do the spending. Under my 
amendment, families will do more 
spending and the Government will do 
less spending. Under my amendment, 
Government will make fewer invest
ment decisions and private business 
will make more investment decisions. 
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Not only do I believe this is good pol

icy, I think it is important for two rea
sons. One is economic and one is politi
cal. 

Economically, I think the economy is 
beginning to soften. Economically, I 
think we are beginning to feel, now, 
the impact of the tax increase that was 
adopted 2 years ago. 

I think the impact is being felt on 
the American economy, and I think we 
are beginning to see troublesome signs 
in the economy. I think it is very im
portant, as part of this budget, because 
we want it to work and we want to bal
ance the budget, that we as part of this 
budget provide incentives for private 
investment. As Government does less, 
it is important that we give parents 
the ability to do more by letting them 
keep more of their own money. It is 
important, as Government does less, 
that we provide incentives for business 
to do more in creating jobs and growth 
and opportunity. 

I think that is especially true given 
that we are going to reform the welfare 
system and we are going to ask mil
lions of people to get out of the welfare 
wagon and help the rest of us pull. Cut
ting the capital gains tax rate, provid
ing incentives for investment and 
growth I think is a vi tal part of this. 

Finally, we had an election. We all 
see the results of that election. We 
have a Republican majority. We have 
54 Republicans in the Senate. We have 
a Republican majority in the House for 
the first time in 40 years. We won that 
election based on commitments that 
we made to the American people, and 
in terms of the budget we committed 
to do two things. No. 1 to balance the 
Federal budget. That is a commitment 
on which we are clearly going to de
liver. But we also committed to reduce 
spending further so that families can 
keep more of what they earn and so 
that businesses can make more invest
ment decisions to create more jobs, 
more growth, more opportunity for our 
people. That is a commitment that we 
are not going to fulfill unless we adopt 
this amendment. 

Finally, before I yield the floor and 
allow the opposition to speak and begin 
to recognize our colleagues who are co
sponsors to the amendment, let me say 
this. I know there are others who are 
talking about cutting a deal-com
promising, coming up with a tem
porary tax cut. I think if we are going 
to change America, if we are going to 
change Government policy, we have to 
stop cutting deals in Washington, DC. 
We promised that we would do this in 
the election. As chairman of the Re
publican senatorial committee, I went 
all over the country and with Repub
lican candidates everywhere commit
ted to this program, and so did others 
of our colleagues on the Republican 
side of the aisle. 

Now we come down to the moment of 
truth. There are many who say, look, it 

was hard enough balancing the budget. 
This was excruciatingly painful. This 
was difficult. We do not want to go the 
final step to live up to what we com
mitted in the election. 

I think that is a mistake. I think 
America will be richer and freer and 
happier if we do it. It is not only the 
right thing to do economically, it is 
the right thing to do because we com
mitted to do it. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we have 

spent a lot of time discussing the basic 
unfairness of the tax cut proposed by 
some Members on the other side of the 
aisle. The American people are wise to 
Republican tax shenanigans that bene
fit the wealthiest in this Nation. The 
amendment that has just been offered 
by the Senator from Texas embraces 
the unworkable and unrealistic tax cut 
described by Speaker GINGRICH as, 
"The heart and soul, the crown jewel of 
the Contract With America." 

It is a phony jewel at best and a very 
deceptive one, I hasten to suggest. The 
plain fact is that we cannot afford a 
tax cut, and there should not be one in 
this budget if we are going to balance 
the budget. Our primary goal, the goal 
that the American people overwhelm
ingly endorse, should be to reduce the 
deficit. A tax cut like the one in the 
House Contract With America would 
only add to the problem by forcing us 
to make even deeper and more painful 
spending cuts. 

Poll after poll has shown that voters 
want Congress to get the Nation's fis
cal house in order by balancing the 
budget, not by cutting taxes. 

Mr. President, we have just spent the 
majority of Friday and Monday talking 
about the draconian impact of the Re
publican budget cuts. Those cuts are in 
Medicare, and lower income bene
ficiaries are all going to suffer. We also 
talked about Medicare cuts and the 
cuts to education, the cuts to the EITC 
program, the cuts to veterans pro
grams, and the cuts to agriculture. But 
no matter how the deficit is elimi
nated, the fact is that achieving bal
ance is an extraordinarily difficult and 
painful task. It requires more than $1 
trillion in spending cuts-cuts that 
have a real impact on real people. Add
ing tax cuts to the mix would only en
sure that the pain goes even deeper. 
And in this budget that translates to 
even harsher treatment for our seniors, 
our schools and education, our chil
dren, and the least well off in our soci
ety. 

There has also been a great deal of 
talk in this Chamber especially about 
the so-called economic bonus that will 
magically occur if this budget is en-

acted. According to CBO, it would be 
possible for a total of some $170 billion 
over the next 7 years and balloon to 
$356 billion over 10 years if those fig
ures work out-if those figures work 
out. The bonus has become the financ
ing source for the tax cuts being advo
cated by our friends on the other side 
of the aisle. If this bonus does occur
and I think that point is very debat
able-! submit there are many better 
purposes to which it could and should 
be put. In fact, the driving force behind 
the Democratic amendments center on 
this very issue. 

The question is very simple: Should 
any economic bonus be reserved for tax 
cuts for the best off in our society or 
should it be used to soften the blows of 
some of the extraordinarily harsh cuts 
that will be meted out under the plan? 
Our position is very simple: we cannot 
afford a tax cut. It makes the job of 
balancing the budget just that much 
more difficult and disproportionately 
unfair. 

Furthermore, in the event that an 
economic bonus or surplus should ac
crue as a result of the painful choices 
that are being made, this bonus should 
be used to lessen the pain of those cuts 
rather than a tax cut and thus better 
assuring a realistic balanced budget by 
a day certain. 

That is where we stand, Mr. Presi
dent, and that is where the American 
people stand, too. That is where realis
tic and reasonable people stand. I cer
tainly strongly recommend that we 
disapprove the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH). Who yields time? 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if we go 

back and forth--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Texas is recognized. 
Mr. GRAMM. Let me respond very 

briefly and then I would yield to Sen
ator GRAMS. 

Mr. President, let me first say that 
the amendment I have offered cuts 
spending by another $142 billion to 
make it possible for us to let families 
keep more of what they earn and to 
provide incentives for businesses to in
vest their own money in their own fu
ture and generate jo'us. 

I hear our colleagues on the Demo
cratic side of the aisle talking about 
difficult choices. I am not aware that a 
single one of them plans to make a sin
gle difficult choice, and these are dif
ficult choices being made by Repub
licans. Their proposal is that if we 
make the difficult choices so that we 
balance the budget, if any benefit 
should accrue from that we allow Gov
ernment to spend the benefits. Our pro
posal is that if we make the tough 
choices and benefits accrue as a result 
of those tough choices in lower interest 
rates and higher growth because we 
have balanced the budget, because the 
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Government is not borrowing half of 
all the money that is loaned in Amer
ica, we give that money back to the 
people who earned the money to begin 
with, the people who do the work, pay 
the taxes, and pull the wagon. 

So I do not think the distinction be
tween the two visions for the future 
that we are debating here could be any 
clearer. 

I do not think the American people 
believe that the tax cuts adopted in the 
House of Representatives are unreason
able or unworkable. I do not think the 
American people think that the idea of 
letting families spend more of their 
own money by having Government 
spend less of it is an unrealistic or un
workable idea. In fact, it has worked in 
reverse for 40 years. The average fam
ily in 1950, with two children, sent $1 
out of every $50 it earned to Washing
ton. Today, it is sending $1 out of every 
$4. 

I am just proposing to take a very 
small step back in the right direction 
for a change. 

I yield 10 minutes to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, Sen
ator GRAMS. 

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Senator 
very much. And I want to thank him 
very much for giving me the time on 
this amendment, and also give a lot of 
credit to the Senator from Texas for 
bringing this amendment to the floor. 

Mr. President, we have heard strong 
and passionate statements from my 
colleagues on the subject of the $500 
per-child tax credit and other tax re
ductions. 

But there is one thing we have not 
heard. 

We have not heard from the people 
themselves, those who would benefit 
most from tax relief, those who pay the 
bills-that is, the middle-class Ameri
cans who work every day-and a lot of 
nights and weekends, too-just trying 
to make a better life for themselves, 
their children, their families. 

And they do it at the same time they 
are paying more and more taxes to the 
Federal Government. 

Who is speaking up for them? Who is 
speaking up for the taxpayers? 

As their elected representatives, it is 
supposed to be us. But sometimes I am 
not so sure we are. 

November was only 6 months ago, but 
in a city where the headline-making 
political promises of yesterday too 
often end up lining the bottom of the 
bird cage, the message of November al
ready seems to have been forgotten by 
many of us in the Senate. 

And so, if not us, who is speaking up 
for the taxpayers? 

Believe me, Mr. President, they may 
not be here to speak for themselves, 
but they have a voice in this debate, 
and they have a right to be heard 
today. 

Fortunately, the taxpayers in my 
State of Minnesota are prolific letter-

writers. And, thanks to their letters, 
some of which I have brought with me 
to the floor, they will be heard today. 

And this is just a very small sample 
but a representation of what I have re
ceived in the mail. 

Listen carefully-their thoughtful 
words reflect a deep dissatisfaction 
with the status quo in Washington. 

Listen to Ralph Krasky of Minneapo
lis: 

We are just being killed in taxes. We both 
work and all we do is save for April 15. Let 
us keep what we make. After all, it is not 
the government's money. It is our money. 

Or listen to Elaine Haataja, 53 years 
old and living in Menagha. 

She lost her husband to cancer a year 
ago: 

I am very angry at our Federal and State 
tax system. I had no choice but to go to work 
for $5 an hour to support myself and keep up 
the taxes and insurance on my house and 
car. 

"I receive $700 a month from my husband's 
pension, which isn't enough a month to pay 
utilities and insurance plus the upkeep on 
the house and my old car. And now I have to 
pay $1,100 for Federal and State taxes. 

The frustration is real, Mr. Presi
dent, in Minneapolis, in Menagha, and 
every town in between. People feel as if 
their own Government has let them 
down; that somehow Government has 
gotten off the right track. 

"I urge you to continue to cut taxes 
and cut spending and cut the Federal 
bureaucracy," writes Ralph Grant of 
Rockford, MN. 

"There is more than enough waste 
and fraud and pork and duplication in 
the Federal budget to sustain a severe 
reduction without affecting any nec
essary and required services.'' 

Minnetrista residents Kathy and 
Gary Hejna agree: 

We believe this country was built with 
hard work and sacrifice, not sympathy and 
handouts. 

We also believe that we can spend this 
money more effectively than the Govern
ment, who has only succeeded in creating a 
permanent, dependent welfare class with our 
money over the last 40 years. 

Any bill that takes money away from the 
Government and gives it to the families, the 
basic unit of society, can only benefit every
one in this country. 

With seven children, Kathy and Gary 
would receive a tax credit of $3,500 
every year under the Gramm amend
ment. 

Think what a difference an extra 
$3,500 could mean for a family. 

It could mean health insurance, a 
special education for a gifted child, or 
simple necessities like groceries and 
clothing. 

Think how the $500 per-child tax 
credit could strengthen the American 
family. 

Kathleen and William Bart of Rose
ville have given it a lot of thought. "A 
$500 Federal tax credit for each depend
ent is not a Federal hand-out," they 
write, "but would allow parents to 
keep more of the money that they 

make and to use it to care for their 
own children. 

''A $500 Federal tax credit for each 
dependent would unquestionably 
strengthen many families-especially 
middle-class and economically-dis
advantaged families." 

Lori Brandt, who lives in Plymouth, 
MN, has thought about it, too. "Fami
lies desperately need a break today," 
she says, "and tax relief is long over
due." 

From Duluth came this letter by Jus
tin Black. "So many families starting 
out these days are as poor as dirt be
cause they have to pay so much taxes 
when they haven't had the time to 
barely start their lives. 

''They need a break like this tax bill 
so they can afford to raise a heal thy 
family. Remember: they're the hope for 
the next generation and they need to 
have a strong family life to take over 
where the last generation left off." 

"My husband, Jay, is an executive 
with a small manufacturing business 
and I am a mother and homemaker, as 
well as teacher to our two small chil
dren," says Patty Meacham of Audu
bon, MN, in her letter to my office. 

"We are helping to support Jay's 69-
year-old-mother, because we don't feel 
the government should be responsible 
for every person within our borders. 

''Tax cuts would enable us to do 
much more Grandma, and perhaps she 
could get off the rolls of people accept
ing rent assistance. 

"It is no source of pride for us that 
she has to go to a government agency 
for help, but how can we do what is 
right for her, when we are so greatly 
strapped by the tax burden placed upon 
us?" 

A young couple from Coon Rapids 
tried to buy a new home to fulfill the 
American dream, only to learn after 
meeting with their realtor that they 
simply could not afford to do it on 
their own. 

"I have finally reached the point of 
complete frustration and anger over 
the amount of taxes being deducted 
from my check each month," said their 
letter. 

"When we got home that evening my 
husband and I sat down with our check
book and our bills and tried to deter
mine what we were doing wrong. After 
taking everything into consideration 
we determined that we weren't spend
ing our money foolishly. 

"The only real problem we found was 
when we looked at our paycheck stubs 
and actually realized how much of our 
income was going to pay for taxes. 

"It saddens me to think of how hard 
my husband and I work and how much 
time we have to spend away from our 
daughter to be at work * * * and we 
still cannot 'reach the American 
dream.'" 

The $500 per-child tax credit would 
help families like Natalie's realize 
their dreams. And Minnesotans know it 
will help the economy, too. 
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David Clark, a taxpayer from Eden 

Prairie writes: "Taxation is an awe
some burden in the U.S. today, and it 
is sucking away resources from the 
economy that could be used to create 
jobs and opportunities for everyone, in
cluding the poor. 

"I urge you to use the new Repub
lican majority to enact the legislation 
needed to get the Government off our 
backs." 

Walter Wilder, a doctor from Edina, 
writes: "Tax cuts will help to balance 
the budget by stimulating growth, 
bringing in more income, including 
from the high-income people." 

And J. Randy Brown of Oakdale says: 
"I agree with your position that tax 
cuts are also a necessary part of the 
overall budget solution. Reduced taxes 
will result in renewed growth, job-cre
ating, and the result of that would be 
increased revenues." 

Mr. President, if it were up to the 
American people, we would have tax re
lief, and the vote would not even be 
close. 

The House heard the people and 
passed its budget last week, with the 
$500 per-child tax credit as its center
piece. 

But now it is our turn. The American 
people are not sure we are up to the 
task. And I am afraid they may be 
right. 

"I just finished my '94 taxes. What a 
disappointment," writes Tim Hulst of 
New Hope. 

"The government can't seem to get 
enough of my money. Last year, I 
worked two jobs--seven days per 
week-and my wife worked full time to 
try and support ourselves and three 
children. 

"After all we've paid in, we still owe 
$1,000 more. Please convince your fel
low Senators how important it is to 
cut taxes. I wonder sometimes if the 
Republicans in the Senate really get 
it." 

Dean Fairbrother of Minneapolis has 
the same concerns. "The status-quo, 
too-cautious approach exemplified by 
many of the senior members of theRe
publican Senate caucus is unaccept
able. Keep pushing for family tax re
lief," he urged. 

"Ignore the tired lamentations com
ing from the Old Bulls. They are 
wrong-you, me, and the majority of 
Americans pleading for such relief are 
dead right." 

The letter-writer who leveled the 
harshest criticism at this Chamber is 
Folkert Breitsma of Maple Grove, who 
writes: 

"It is a disgrace to see billions of our 
money . squandered by politicians who 
are out of touch with real life and have 
the audacity to say that the national 
government can be entrusted with the 
money-that they know what is good 
for us. 

"I have watched the Senate stone
wall most of the initiatives brought 

forth by the House. It is defended by 
the Senators as being 'more deliberate' 
and 'take time to study the initia
tives.' 

"However it is promoted, I see it as 
stonewalling by a group of people that 
do not have a clear vision of what they 
want to achieve and have the arro
gance to claim they know what is best 
for the country." 

Those are strong words--not my 
words, but words in which I find a good 
deal of truth. 

But there is hope, Mr. President-the 
hope offered by the $500 per-child tax 
credit we debate today. 

Mr. President, look what the $500 
per-child tax credit could do for the 
Minnesotans who wrote asking for our 
help: 

We would return $1.4 million to the 
people of Wadena County, home of 
Elaine Haataja; we would return $48.7 
million to the people of Ramsey Coun
ty, home of the Bart Family; $3 million 
to Becker County, home of the 
Meacham Family; $20.8 million to 
Washington County, home of the 
Browns; and $101.5 million would be re
turned to Hennepin County, which the 
Brandts, the Breitsmas, the Kraskys, 
the Hulsts, and the · Fairbrothers call 
home. 

By passing the $500 per-child tax 
credit, we would return $500 million to 
Minnesota families--$25 billion annu
ally to families across America. 

We have heard what the people have 
to say. I think the question, again, is 
who is speaking up for the taxpayers? 

As I close, Mr. President, I want to 
remark that the senior Senator from 
Nebraska said .a few moments ago the 
tax cut would more deeply increase the 
pain to balance the budget. The pain of 
the tax burden on this country's fami
lies is growing more and more, and 
they are demanding and asking for tax 
relief. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port and adopt the Gramm amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has ex
pired. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what I am 

hearing in the Senate today is almost 
word for word what I heard in the early 
1980's: Give the people a tax cut and do 
not worry about the deficit. We are for 
tax cuts, too, but only after we get our 
deficit under control. 

I yield 5 minutes to my colleague 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I cer
tainly thank the Senator from N e
braska, and I want to say I admire how 
straightforward the Senator from 
Texas is with his amendment and his 
approach. He lays it right on the line. 
He believes we can afford at this point 
a $350 billion tax cut and still balance 
the budget. 

In fact, I appreciate the candor of the 
whole Republican contract in admit
ting that this really is the centerpiece, 
this is the crown jewel of the Repub
lican contract, as stated by the Speak
er and as stated by the Senator from 
Texas. 

I was amazed when they first came 
up with that formulation. Of all the 
different things you could pick from 
the Republican contract: regulatory re
form, trying to get the Government off 
our back; line-item veto; the balanced 
budget amendment-for a moment I 
thought that was the crown jewel of 
the Republican contract-the issue of 
unfunded mandates we already dealt 
with; issues having to do with Con
gress, living by the rules that it cre
ates for others. All of these things are 
apparently swept aside when it comes 
to the importance of delivering a tax 
cut at this time even though this coun
try has reached a $5 trillion debt and a 
deficit that has only recently been 
brought down through the efforts of 
the Clinton administration. 

So I agree with the Senator from 
Texas. This is the key amendment on 
this whole issue. The Senator says that 
the tax cut is the heart of the Contract 
With America. Well, this is the test: Is 
your heart with the tax cuts or is your 
heart with deficit reduction? You can
not have it both ways, and this is the 
test and this is what the American peo
ple are looking for. 

What is very unfortunate is that the 
Senator from Texas fails to tell what 
this amendment really does. It takes 
$170 billion that is already in the budg
et resolution, adds that much again, 
makes the cuts deeper for the various 
programs that are going to be cut, and 
you know what, Mr. President, it still 
does not balance the budget in the year 
2002, unless you take the money of So
cial Security. 

This is not a balanced budget in the 
first place, Mr. President, and this 
amendment will only make it worse. 
Do not let anyone on the Republican 
side kid you, this budget resolution 
does not balance the budget in the year 
2002, unless you take the money from 
Social Security. So this amendment 
cannot possibly solve that problem. 

The Senator from Texas talks about 
two visions. He sees this as all about 
whether we are going to return the 
money to the people. But that is not 
what the November 8 election was all 
about. I think both in 1992 and 1994, the 
American people spoke with a very 
clear voice. They did not call for tax 
cuts. They said get rid of the Federal 
deficit, get rid of the huge interest pay
ments we have to pay on the debt, do 
not saddle our children and our grand
children with this deficit. That was the 
message in 1992 and it was the message 
in 1994. It is not a partisan message. 
People are just saying, clean up the 
mess that was made in the 1980's that 
the Senator from Nebraska just re
ferred to. 
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The amendment of the Senator from 

Texas would make the mess much 
worse. It would say that even though 
all these deep cuts are being made in so 
many important human programs, we 
still have $350 billion in spare change 
around for tax cuts. I do not think any
one out there really believes that. 

Let me agree with the Senator from 
Texas that th-is should not be about 
class warfare. I support neither the 
Senator's proposal nor the proposal for 
a tax cut in the budget resolution, nor 
do I support the President's proposal 
for a much tinier tax cut. I say we can
not do any of it, and there is a mod
erate bipartisan coalition in this body 
of Republicans and Democrats alike 
who say just get rid of all the tax cuts; 
whatever we have to reduce spending 
with, let us use that money to reduce 
the deficit. 

You know, Mr. President, my biggest 
concern is not this amendment. This 
amendment is going down to defeat, I 
am happy to say. The crown jewel of 
the Republican contract will be sound
ly defeated on the floor of this Senate 
in a very short while. The Speaker's 
crown jewel will be gone. The $350 bil
lion is not going to be voted by this 
body. We will defeat the crown jewel of 
the Republican contract. But I will 
say, Mr. President, that this is a stalk
ing horse to make the $170 billion that 
is already in the budget resolution look 
moderate. We also cannot afford that, 
and we will have amendments later to 
deal with this. If I may have 1 addi
tional minute? 

Mr. EXON. Thirty seconds. If I give 
you another minute, there will not be 
enough. Thirty seconds. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the ranking 
member very much. 

Mr. President, this amendment, more 
than anything else, offends the com
mon sense of the American people
they know better than we do-if we 
vote for this. It offends them because 
they know darn well you cannot bal
ance the budget and spend $350 billion 
on tax cuts and tell them it is going to 
work. It does not work. It is phony and 
it should be defeated. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Wisconsin has ex
pired. The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I know 
it breaks the hearts of our colleagues, 
but in this amendment, I am proposing 
cutting Government spending, their 
precious programs, so that families can 
spend their own money on their own 
children on their own future, and in
vest in their own businesses. If that 
violates common sense, I think it says 
there is a difference between common 
sense in Washington, DC, and on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate as compared to 
common sense around every kitchen 
table in the kitchen of every working 
family in America. 

I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
Indiana, Senator COATS. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
my fellow Senator from Texas, Senator 
GRAMM, for yielding, and I rise today in 
very strong support of his amendment, 
which has the courage to confront an 
issue that I believe is essential to our 
future: The preservation of the Amer
ican family. 

The amendment before us strength
ens-not weakens-strengthens the 
budget resolution by recognizing that 
cutting budgets and cutting taxes are 
part of the same movement in Amer
ica, a movement to limit our Govern
ment and empower our people. 

These twin goals, I contend, are not 
inconsistent. They are inseparable, and 
we can prove our commitment to both 
if we are willing to cut Federal spend
ing just an additional three-tenths of 1 
percent. Let us understand that. These 
two goals are not incompatible if Mem
bers are willing to take three-tenths of 
1 percent more in Federal programs 
and apply it as a return to the Amer
ican taxpayer. 

While I support the progrowth and 
savings provisions provided in this 
amendment, in the limited time I have, 
I would like to focus my remarks on 
the profamily elements of this amend
ment. 

Opponents have argued that the only 
way to help children is to maintain 
record high levels of Federal spending 
on every Government program. But 
there is a better way. What we are ask
ing today is simply, who is better in
formed and who is more compassionate 
to make choices in the interest of our 
children, the Federal Government or 
America's families? Can there be any 
serious debate on how that question is 
answered? 

The lessons that we have learned 
from decades of social spending are 
clear: Government programs have prov
en incapable of fighting social despair 
and disorder. But strong families can, 
and it is time to admit that when fami
lies fail, so does our society. It is also 
time to understand that when our fam
ilies are involved and favored and sup
ported, they construct a hopeful futur~ 
for America. 

This Congress today is presented 
with a choice between the failed, dis
credited compassion of Government 
and the proven power of strong families 
to build hope in their children and 
order in our society. 

I believe, Mr. President, it is a trans
parent ploy to say this is simply a mat
ter of rich versus poor. Rather, it is a 
matter of where resources and author
ity should rest: in Government or in 
our families and our communi ties? 

Much of the opposition to tax relief 
seems to be based on a myth, a myth 
that tax cuts somehow waste the Gov
ernment's money. 

The Government produces nothing. It 
has no resources of its own to spend. 

Tax cuts are not a waste of Govern
ment funds; they are simply a method 
to allow Americans to keep their own 
money. They are a method to build 
working independence as an alter
native to Government paternalism 
which has proven so destructive, de
spite the honorable intentions of its 
proponents. 

It is tax cuts that are the best form 
of social investment, an investment in 
the ability of people to care for them
selves. In 1993, the Bipartisan Commis
sion on America's Urban Families 
found that, "The trend of family frag
mentation drives the Nation's most 
pressing social problems-crime, edu
cational failure, declining mental 
health, drug abuse, and poverty. These, 
in turn, further fragment families." 

One of the key policy recommenda
tions of the commission was to "in
crease the self-sufficiency and eco
nomic well-being of families by either 
significantly increasing the personal 
exemption or a child tax credit for all 
children through age 18." 

Those were the conclusions of the Bi
partisan Commission on American 
Urban Families, and I think we should 
listen to their words. The findings on 
the National Commission of Urban 
Families were remarkably similar to 
the findings advocated 3 years ago by 
the Democratic Progressive Policy In
stitute; in an impressive report enti
tled "Putting Children First," a pro
gressive family policy for the nineties, 
this group found, "There are some 
things that only families can do, and if 
families are placed under so much 
stress that they cannot raise children 
effectively, the rest of the society can
not make up the difference in later 
years." 

-Mr. President, the time of political 
change is the time to reassess our na
tional priorities. We need to redirect 
our focus and our funds to strengthen 
the family. While Government's role in 
preserving the family is limited, it is 
not insignificant. Perhaps the single 
most important thing Government can 
accomplish for families is to lift the 
economic burdens that can cripple the 
family. 

Over the last 50 years, we have had a 
lousy track record in doing that. The 
personal exemption is now just 12 per
cent of income, where it used to be at 
42 percent in 1948 when it was first in
troduced. Since the end of World War 
II, it is families that have borne the 
burden of increased taxes. That burden 
increased more than 200 percent for 
families with two children. 

Their average after-tax income is 
below that, even of elderly households, 
single persons, and couples without 
children. In my home State of Indiana, 
the median family income for a family 
of four is $30,000 and, of that, nearly 
$11,000 is devoted to Federal, State, and 
local taxes. The average family in Indi
ana pays more in taxes than it does in 
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housing, food, and clothing expenses 
combined. 

The Gramm amendment completes 
the budget resolution by addressing 
not only the Government's budget defi
cit, but also the deficit and the re
sources of families to care for their 
own. It is a deficit created by increased 
taxation of the family through the ero
sion of the personal exemption. For too 
long we have ignored this growing bur
den and its growing social costs. 

Mr. President, the promise of tax re
lief for the American family is now be
fore us to be fulfilled or to be ignored. 
At the end of this process, I want to 
vote on a budget that tackles both 
threats to the American family-the 
threat of the budget deficit and an 
ever-growing threat of a tax burden. I 
want to support a budget that contrib
utes to a growing economy and builds 
new momentum for job creation. For 
too long we have dismissed the needs of 
families to answer the call of other in
terests. With this vote, that trend can 
end. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for pas
sage of this critical amendment. Again, 
the fundamental choice before us is, do 
we want to leave more money in the 
hands of Federal bureaucrats to spend 
in their so-called wisdom on behalf of 
our families and the needs that are 
pressing on our society, or do we want 
to rest that decision with parents and 
with families? 

By cutting spending just an addi
tional three-tenths of 1 percent, we can 
give that decision to families rather 
than rest it in the hands of Govern
ment bureaucrats. That is the decision 
before us. We can have both. It is a fun
damental choice that we must make. I 
am pleased to join the Senator from 
Texas, and I am pleased that he offered 
this amendment because that presents 
us and grants us that choice. 

If I have any additional time, I know 
the Senator is pressed for time, I am 
happy to yield any additional time 
back. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that we have more time left 
than that side, would the Senator from 
Texas object to two rather short state
ments in a row? 

Mr. GRAMM. I would not object. 
Mr. EXON. Then I would yield at this 

time 4 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan, followed by 2 minutes by the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and my friend from Ne
braska. 

Tomorrow, or the next day, the Sen
ate is likely to approve a budget which 
would be described as being balanced 
by the year 2002, although it will not 
be. It will not be balanced because it 
relies heavily on surpluses in the So
cial Security Trust Fund to achieve 
that so-called balance. 

But the proposed budget resolution 
before us is unbalanced in another im
portant way. The budget blueprint rep
resented here penalizes middle-income 
working families, reduces our invest
ment in education, and penalizes our 
senior citizens, in order to provide a 
tax reduction which will benefit main
ly the wealthiest of Americans. 

One of the most inequitable aspects 
of the budget before us is that it raises 
taxes on working families. The pro
posal to cut back the earned-income 
tax credit for working families-in 
other words, to raise taxes on working 
families who make less than $28,000 per 
year will, according to the Department 
of the Treasury, raise their taxes, and 
in the case of a single parent with two 
children, for instance, who makes 
$8,800 a year, raise his or her taxes by 
$354. That is a minimum-wage parent 
making $8,800. That is a tax increase of 
$354, according to the Department of 
the Treasury, and that is what is in the 
budget resolution before us. 

Now, Kevin Phillips, a conservative 
commentator, says this about the Re
publican budget proposal and this par
ticular tax increase on people making 
$28,000 or less. He said, 

It is the senior citizens, the poor, students, 
and ordinary Americans who will see pro
grams that they depend on gutted by this 
proposal, while the richest 1 or 2 percent, far 
from making sacrifices, actually get new 
benefits and tax reductions. 

President Reagan described the 
earned income tax credit, which is 
being cut back in the proposal before 
us, as "the best antipoverty, best pro
family, best job creation measure to 
come out of the Congress." That is 
what President Reagan told us about 
the earned income tax credit. That is 
what the· proposal before us will cut 
back. That is the law which benefits 
families that earn under $28,000, and 
that is the proposal before us which 
will cut back that earned income tax 
credit so that families earning under 
$28,000 will pay more in taxes. 

Why are we doing this? Mainly to cut 
some taxes. And, according to the pro
posal of the Senator from Texas, most 
of the tax cut will go to the wealthiest 
of Americans. Over 50 percent of the 
benefits in the amendment of the Sen
ator from Texas goes to Americans 
earning over $100,000. Now, what a con
trast that is. 

In the budget proposal before us, if 
you earn less than $28,000, you are slat
ed for a tax increase. If we adopt the 
Bradley amendment, we will cure that 
unfairness. But then comes along an
other amendment which compounds 
the unfairness, and that is the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas, which 
then says we ought to take that pot of 
money created by the cuts on seniors 
and on students and on working people 
and give those dollars mainly, over 50 
percent, to people earning over $100,000. 

Now, the contrast could not be sharp
er. It could not be clearer. The unfair-

ness is clear. We can correct that un
fairness in two ways, by adopting the 
Bradley amendment and defeating the 
Gramm amendment. 

Mr. President. I rise to oppose the 
Gramm amendment which would pro
vide for a $345 billion tax cut over the 
next 7 years. 

This tax cut provides more than half 
of its benefits to people making more 
than $100,000 a year. It gives a $20,000 
tax break to those who make $350,000. 

On Wednesday or Thursday, the Sen
ate will likely approve a budget which 
will be described as balanced in the 
year 2002 although it will not be. It re
lies heavily on surpluses in the Social 
Security trust funds to achieve bal
ance. The proposed budget resolution 
before us is already unbalanced in an
other important way. The budget blue 
print represented here penalizes mid
dle-income working families, reduces 
our investment in education, and pe
nalizes our senior citizens, in order to 
provide for a tax reduction which will 
benefit mostly the wealthiest of Amer
icans. 

The Gramm amendment would make 
the inequities of this budget worse and 
would remove from conference with the 
House the possibility that the unfair
ness might be somewhat reduced. One 
of the most inequitable aspects of the 
proposal before us is that to pay for 
these tax cuts for the most well-off 
Americans, it raises taxes on working 
families. The proposal to cut back the 
earned income tax credit for working 
families making less than $28,000 per 
year would, according to the Depart
ment of the Treasury, raise taxes by 
$354 on a single parent with two chil
dren making only $8,840 a year. That's 
minimum wage. 

Yesterday, I quoted noted conserv
ative commentator Kevin Phillips, as 
have a number of my colleagues this 
week, but his recent public remarks 
sum up the problems with the Repub
lican budget proposal and this particu
lar tax increase on people making 
$28,000 a year very well. He said: 

If the budget deficit were really a national 
crisis instead of a pretext for fiscal favor
itism and finagling, we'd be talking about 
shared sacrifice, with * * * the people who 
have the big money making the biggest sac
rifice. Instead, it's senior citizens, the poor, 
students, and ordinary Americans who'll see 
programs they depend on gutted while * * * 
the richest 1- or 2-percent, far from making 
sacrifices, actually get new benefits and tax 
reductions. 

The earned income tax credit has a 
long history of bipartisan support. 
Presid~nt Reagan called the EITC, 
"The jbest anti-poverty, the best pro
family, the best job creation measure 
to come out of the Congress." The 
EITC has played an important role in 
providing incentives to keep people 
working who are struggling to get on 
the lowest rungs of America's eco
nomic ladder and to stay off the wel
fare roles. 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14041 
And our Republican colleagues do 

not, look to the $21/2 trillion over the 
next 5 years in all tax expenditures. 
There is no effort in this budget to con
trol the growth of corporate tax deduc
tions, no effort to restrain the growing 
tax breaks for the largest and richest 
among us. In fact, the Gramm amend
ment would eliminate the corporate al
ternative minimum tax, a tax designed 
to assure that profitable companies 
have to pay some reasonable amount in 
Federal income taxes. This is a more 
than $25 billion tax reduction for such 
companies. 

Instead, the Republican budget aims 
a $21 billion tax increase at the work
ing families with children. In Michi
gan, this means a $457 million tax hike 
over 7 years on nearly 316,000 hard
working taxpayers making less than 
$28,000 a year. Over the next 7 years, 
they'll pay an average of nearly $1,500 
more. 

Mr. President, the budget before us 
has its priori ties wrong. The Bradley 
amendment on which we will vote 
shortly is a step in the right direction. 
The Gramm amendment is just wrong. 
It would provide tax cuts for the 
wealthiest while leaving intact this tax 
increase on working families. It's sim
ply a question of fairness. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
Gramm amendment and support the 
Bradley amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would apologize as a teacher for not 
doing justice to the issues before the 
Senate. It is just impossible in 2 min
utes. 

Let me start out by saying that there 
is an old Yiddish proverb that I think 
applies to this amendment on the floor. 
That Yiddish proverb says you cannot 
dance at two weddings at the same 
time. Quite frankly, this is a perfect 
example of that. 

On the one hand, we tell people we 
are serious about deficit reduction. On 
the other hand, we are talking about 
$300 or $350 billion of tax cuts going 
disproportionately to the wealthiest 
and highest-income citizens. 

Mr. President, I just have to say that 
that does not pass the test of intellec
tual rigor in the State of Minnesota. 
People want the Senate to get real 
with them. They want the Senate to be 
straightforward with them. They do 
not believe for a moment that we can 
have hundreds of billions of dollars of 
tax cuts while, at the same time, we 
are pretending to be serious about defi
cit reduction. 

Second of all, Mr. President, and it is 
very difficult to talk about what the 
statistics mean in personal terms, but 
honest to God, when we are talking 
about severe cuts in Medicare for elder
ly people, and Medicaid for elderly peo-

ple, and nutrition programs for chil
dren, and support for students to be 
able to go on to higher education, a 
higher education that they can afford, 
and when we give away an investment 
in education and health care and jobs 
for people, and we want to do all of this 
deficit reduction on the backs of these 
citizens, middle-income citizens, fami
lies, working people, all on behalf of 
hundreds of billions of dollars of tax 
cuts for the wealthiest people in the 
United States of America, it not only 
does not meet the Minnesota standard 
of rigor, it does not meet the Min
nesota standard of fairness. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 
the junior Senator from Arizona 6 min
utes. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator from 
Texas for yielding. Mr. President, l ex
press my strong support for the Gramm 
amendment. 

This amendment is about keeping 
our promises to the American people to 
provide tax relief to the American fam
ilies. We have heard a lot of criticism 
about this amendment. It provides a 
$500 per child tax credit for the Amer
ican family. It provides for marriage 
penalty relief, spousal IRA, a new 
American dream savings account to 
allow people to buy a home, provides a 
credit to families caring for elderly 
family members. 

It keeps faith with our seniors. It 
does not take a nickel from Social Se
curity. In fact, it raises the Social Se
curity earnings limitation, something 
that the senior citizens from Arizona 
have been fighting for since I have been 
here. It enables seniors to be able to 
work without having a penalty. 

It provides estate and gift tax relief, 
provides incentive for the purchase of 
long-term care insurance, something 
all of our seniors are interested in. 
This amendment also provides incen
tives for businesses to grow and create 
new jobs. 

Capital gains tax reform- there is 
over $5 trillion in backed-up capital, in 
pent-up capital, in our society that 
could be freed with this kind of capital 
gains tax relief. That means jobs for 
Americans. 

This amendment provides for a home 
office deduction. For small business 
expensing. It repeals the corporate al
ternative minimum tax and provides 
for neutral cost recovery. Balancing 
the budget, Mr. President, is impor
tant, but balancing the budget is not 
the only goal. At best we will produce 
a Government that still taxes too 
much, spends too much, and regulates 
too much. 

With the Gramm amendment we are 
saying to the American people that we 
trust them to spend their own hard
earned tax dollars more wisely than 
the bureaucrats in Washington. They 
know how to take care of their family 
and how to invest and create new jobs. 

While some here talk of ordinary 
Americans, we believe that Americans 

are extraordinary. Given the oppor
tunity, they can improve their own 
lives and the lives of their families. 
They just need the resources to do so. 

Who cares, Mr. President, more about 
a child's education than a parent? Give 
them the $500 child tax credit. Who 
spends the money more wisely and effi
ciently? The St. Mary's Food Bank in 
Arizona or the Department of Agri
culture, that administers nutrition 
programs? If I had $500 to contribute to 
an entity to provide for the poor, I am 
going to contribute it to a local char
ity sooner than to the U.S. Govern
ment. 

Who is a better job creator, the Fed
eral Government or private business? 
The Gramm amendment means Con
gress has to prioritize the remaining 
spending, like American families have 
to do. By reducing taxes, it provides a 
chance to stimulate economic activity 
and produce more revenue for the 
Treasury. 

Mr. President, when a retailer has a 
sale on a Saturday, does he expect to 
receive less income as a result of that 
sale? No. By reducing the rates, he in
tends to bring more people in and more 
than make up by increased volume 
what he has lost in the price that he 
charges. 

The same thing occurs when we re
duce taxes rates. We are not producing 
less revenue to the Treasury. We actu
ally-and experience proves this
produce more revenue to the Treasury 
by virtue of that reduction. 

Finally, Mr. President, I heard some 
conversation a while ago that basically 
suggests the liberals in this body be
lieve that this amendment will make it 
more difficult to balance the budget 
and deliver. They oppose it. Here is my 
challenge to all of the liberals who 
have spoken here. Will they support 
the budget resolution without this tax 
increase in it? Do any of our liberal 
colleagues want to stand up and say 
yes, they will vote for this amendment, 
for the budget resolution before the 
Senate, so long as we do not have the 
tax increases in it? 

The answer, Mr. President, is no. And 
the reason they will not support the 
budget resolution even without the tax 
increases is because fundamentally 
they do not support a balanced budget. 

Mr. GRAMM. Tax cuts, not increases. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am sorry if 

I misspoke with regard to the tax cuts 
being proposed by the Gramm amend
ment. 

The bottom line, the liberals whoop
pose the Gramm tax cuts do so because 
they like taxes, because they want the 
money to spend, not because they are 
going to support a budget resolution 
that does not have these tax cuts in it. 

If any of our liberal colleagues are 
willing to stand up and prove me wrong 
by saying no, they will vote for this 
budget resolution so long as it does not 
have the Gramm tax cuts in it, then I 
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will eat these words and say, fine, I ac
cept their vote. 

I suggest, Mr. President, that the 
talk about opposing this amendment, 
because they are interested in bal
ancing the budget, is just so much talk 
because in the end they will vote 
against the budget resolution that bal
ances the budget. They would rather 
have the tax money to spend. That is 
why they oppose the Gramm tax cuts. 

I hope that our colleagues will sup
port the Gramm tax cuts. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe if they do so they will be 
striking a blow for the American econ
omy and for the American family. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished leader on our 
side. 

Mr. President, the amendment of the 
Senator from Texas is premised on the 
idea that both House and Senate budg
et resolutions balance the budget: Ab
solutely false. Let me refer specifically 

to the House budget, page 4: The deficit 
for the year 2002 is estimated at $120.7 
billion. They make no pretense, they 
print it in black and white. 

Moreover, if we look at the figures on 
page 4, lines 20 and 21, we will find that 
the debt increases from 2001 to 2002 by 
$192 billion; that is the real deficit 
under the House resolution. 

The real deficit under the Senate 
budget for the year 2002 is listed on 
page 7, line 21 as $113.5 billion. If we 
turn to page 9, we can see that the debt 
increases $177 billion-the real deficit. 

So the very notion that we have done 
a good job, that we have balanced the 
budget, o·r that we deserve a reward, is 
all based on a false premise. Mr. Presi
dent, the biggest falsity, one per
petrated on both sides of the aisle, is 
the· belief that we can balance the 
budget through spending cuts alone 
and without increasing revenues. 

I laid out the harsh budget realities 
in January of this year. I continue to 
report it, but in the limited time I 
have, I cannot go through the entire 

1996 1997 

document. Thus, I would ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOLLINGS RELEASES REALITIES ON TRUTH IN 
BUDGETING 

Reality No. 1: $1.2 trillion in spending cuts 
is necessary. 

Reality No. 2: There aren't enough savings 
in entitlements. Have welfare reform, but a 
jobs program will cost; savings are question
able. Health reform can and should save 
some, but slowing growth from 10 to 5 per
cent doesn't offer enough savings. Social Se
curity won't be cut and will be off-budget 
again. 

Reality No. 3: We should hold the line on 
the budget on Defense; that would be no sav
ings. 

Reality No. 4: Savings must come from 
freezes and cuts in domestic discretionary 
spending but that's not enough to stop hem
orrhaging interest costs. 

Reality No. 5: Taxes are necessary to stop 
hemorrhage in interest costs. 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

207 224 225 253 284 297 322 Deficit CBO Jan. 1995 (using trust funds) ...................... .... ... ........................ .................. ............ .. ....................... ... ... .. ..... ================================ 
Freeze discretionary outlays after 1998 .. .... ................................. ......... ........... ....... ................. .... .... ....... ................. ... .... . 0 0 0 -19 -38 -58 -78 
Spending cuts ........... ............. .......... ........................................... ... ........................................................ .. ............ ........ ...... . -37 -74 -Ill -128 -146 -163 -180 

-1 -5 -11 -20 -32 -46 -64 Interest savings ............................. ............. . ............... ............. ..................................... .. ...... .............. ... .. ....... --------------------------------

Total savings ($1.2 trillion) ..... .. .......................... .. . -38 

Remaining deficit using trust funds ............................. . 169 
Remaining deficit excluding trust funds ........................... . 287 
5 percent VAT ..... ......................................................... ........ . ... .. ......................................... ...................................... . 96 
Net deficit excluding trust funds ............................... . 187 
Gross debt .................. ............................................................... . 5,142 
Average interest rate on debt (percent) ............................ . 7.0 
Interest cost on the debt ............................................... . .. .................................................. ............. . 367 

Note.--figures are in billions. Figures don't include the billions necessary for a middle-class tax cut. 

Here is a list of the kinds of non
defense discretionary spending cuts 
that would be necessary now as a first 
step to get $37 billion of savings and 
put the country on the road to a bal
anced budget: 

Nondefense discretionary spending cuts 1996 1997 

Cut space station .. ... ............................................ 2.1 2.1 
Eliminate CDBG .... ........................................................... .. 2.0 2.0 
Eliminate low-income home energy assistance ................ 1.4 1.5 
Eliminate arts funding .. ... .. ................ .... ........................... 1.0 1.0 
Eliminate funding for campus based aid ............. 1.4 1.4 
Eliminate funding for impact aid ............................ ......... 1.0 1.0 
Reduce law enforcement funding to control drugs .. ........ 1.5 1.8 
Eliminate Federal wastewater grants .......... 0.8 1.6 
Eliminate SBA loans ....................... .. ................................. 0.21 0.282 
Reduce Federal aid for mass transit ................................ 0.5 0.1 
Eliminate EDA .................................................................... 0.02 0.1 
Reduce Federal rent subsidies .......................................... 0.1 0.2 
Reduce overhead for university research .......................... 0.2 0.3 
Repeal Davis-Bacon ........................................... ............... 0.2 0.5 
Reduce State Dept. funding and end misc. activities ... .. 0.1 0.2 
End P.l. 480 title I and Ill sales ...................................... 0.4 0.6 
Eliminate overseas broadcasting ...................................... 0.458 0.570 
Eliminate the Bureau of Mines ......................................... 0.1 0.2 
Eliminate expansion of rural housing assistance ............ 0.1 0.2 
Eliminate USTTA .................................. .............................. 0.012 0.16 
Eliminate ATP .................................................................... 0.1 0.2 
Eliminate airport grant in aids ........... .............................. 0.3 1.0 
Eliminate Federal highway demonstration projects ..... .. ... 0.1 0.3 
Eliminate Amtrak subsidies ................... ......................... .. 0.4 0.4 
Eliminate RDA loan guarantees ................ ........................ 0.0 0.1 
Eliminate Appalachian Regional Commission .................. 0.0 0.1 
Eliminate untargeted funds for math and science .......... 0.1 0.2 
Cut Federal salaries by 4 percent .............................. .. .... 4.0 4.0 
Charge Federal employees commercial rates for parking 0.1 0.1 
Reduce agricultural research extension activities ............ 0.2 0.2 
Cancel advanced solid rocket motor .............. .. ................ 0.3 0.4 
Eliminate legal services ............................................ .. ...... 0.4 0.4 
Reduce Federal travel by 30 percent .................... ............ 0.4 0.4 
Reduce energy funding for Energy Technology Develop. .. 0.2 0.5 
Reduce Superfund cleanup costs .................. .. .................. 0.2 0.4 
Reduce REA subsidies ....................................................... 0.1 0.1 
Eliminate postal subsidies for nonprofits .............. .......... 0.1 0.1 
Reduce NIH funding ............................ ... .. ........... .. ... ..... .. .. 0.5 1.1 

Nondefense discretionary spending cuts 

Eliminate Federal Crop Insurance Program ........... . 
Reduce Justice State-local assistance grants ....... . 
Reduce export-import direct loans ............... . 

~~d\i&a~~~~~:~o~~~~~~~t· · :::: : : : :::::: : :::::: : ::::: 
Eliminate HUD special purpose grants ........ . 
Reduce housing programs ............... .. ... ..... . 
Eliminate Community Investment Program 
Reduce Strategic Petroleum Program .. .......... . 
Eliminate Senior Community Service Program 
Reduce USDA spending for export marketing .... ..... ... ...... . 
Reduce maternal and child health grants .......... ............ . 
Close veterans hospitals .............................. .. .... ... .... ....... . 
Reduce number of political employees ......... ...... ...... ...... .. 
Reduce management costs for VA health care 
Reduce PMA subsidy ..... ..... ... ... .......... ............... .. .. ... ........ . 
Reduce below cost timber sales .. ........ .. ... . 
Reduce the legislative branch 15 percent ...................... . 
Eliminate Small Business Development Centers ... .......... . 
Eliminate minority assistance score, small business 

interstate and other technical assistance programs, 
women's business assistance, international trade as-
sistance, empowerment zones ... .................. .. ........ .... .. . 

Eliminate new State Department construction projects .. . 
Eliminate lnt'l Boundaries and Water Commission ...... . 
Eliminate Asia Foundation ........... .................................... . 
Eliminate International Fisheries Commission ................ . 
Eliminate Arms Control Disarmament Agency ................. . 
Eliminate NED ................. ............. ............................... ...... . 
Eliminate Fulbright and other international exchanges .. . 
Eliminate North-South Center .. .. ...................................... . 
Eliminate U.S. contribution to WHO, OAS, and other 

international organizations including the United Na-
tions .................... .................. ... ................. ...... .. ......... .. . 

Eliminate participation in U.N. peacekeeping ................. . 
Eliminate Byrne grant ............ .......................................... . 
Eliminate Community Policing Program ........................... . 
Moratorium on new Federal prison construction ............. . 
Reduce Coast Guard 10 percent ... .................... ............... . 
Eliminate Manufacturing Extension Program .... ............... . 
Eliminate coastal zone management ............................... . 
Eliminate national Marine sanctuaries ............................ . 
Eliminate climate and global change research .... .......... . 
Eliminate national sea grant ........................................... . 
Eliminate State weather modification grant ................... . 
Cut weather service operations 10 percent ..................... . 
Eliminate regional climate centers .................................. . 
Eliminate Minority Business Development Agency .......... . 

-79 

145 
264 
!55 
97 

5,257 
7.1 

370 

1996 1997 

0.3 0.3 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.1 
0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.3 
0.4 1.0 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 0.1 
0.1 0.4 
0.02 0.02 
0.2 0.4 
0.1 0.2 
0.1 0.1 
0.2 0.4 
0.0 1.2 
0.0 0.1 
0.3 0.3 
0.056 0.074 

0.033 0.046 
0.010 0.023 
0.013 0.02 
0.013 0.015 
0.015 0.015 
0.041 0.054 
0.014 0.034 
0.119 0.207 
0.002 0.004 

0.873 0.873 
0.533 0.533 
0.112 0.306 
0.286 0.780 
0.208 0.140 
0.208 0.260 
0.03 0.06 
0.03 0.06 
0.007 0.012 
0.047 0.078 
0.032 0.054 
0.002 0.003 
0.031 0.051 
0.002 0.003 
0.022 0.044 

-122 -167 -216 -267 -322 

103 86 68 30 0 
222 202 185 149 121 
172 184 190 196 200 
27 (17) (54) (Ill) (159) 

5,300 5,305 5,272 5,200 5,091 
6.9 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.7 
368 368 366 360 354 

Nondefense discretionary spending cuts 1996 1997 

Eliminate Public Telecommunications Facilities Program 
grant ....... .. ............ ........................................................ . 0.003 0.016 

Eliminate children's educational television ....... .............. . 0.0 0.002 
Eliminate national information infrastructure grant ....... . 0.001 0.032 
Cut Pell grants 20 percent ........................... . 0.250 1.24 
Eliminate education research ....... ..... ........ . 0.042 0.283 
Cut Head Start 50 percent .......... ..................................... . 0.840 1.8 
Eliminate meals and services for the elderly ............. ..... . 0.335 0.473 
Eliminate title II social service block grant ................. ... . 2.7 2.8 
Eliminate community services block grant ................... ... . 0.317 0.470 
Eliminate rehabilitation services ...................................... . 1.85 2.30 
Eliminate vocational education .. ...................................... . 0.176 1.2 
Reduce chapter 1 20 percent ... .. ..... ................................ . 0.173 1.16 
Reduce special education 20 percent ..... . 0.072 0.480 
Eliminate bilingual education .............. ........................... . 0.029 0.196 
Eliminate JTPA ............................................ . 0.250 4.5 
Eliminate child welfare services ...................................... . 0.240 0.289 
Eliminate CDC Breast Cancer Program .. ......................... . 0.048 0.089 
Eliminate CDC AIDS Control Program .............................. . 0.283 0.525 
Eliminate Ryan White AIDS Program ................................ . 0.228 0.468 
Eliminate maternal and child health ............ ................... . 0.246 0.506 
Eliminate Family Planning Program .................. ............... . 0.069 0.143 
Eliminate CDC Immunization Program ........... .................. . 0.168 0.345 
Eliminate Tuberculosis Program .............. .. ....................... . 0.042 0.087 
Eliminate agricultural research service ......... .................. . 0.546 0.656 
Reduce WIC 50 percent .......... .............. ......... . 1.579 1.735 
Eliminate TEFAP: 

Administrative .............................. ... .... ..................... . 0.024 0.040 
Commodities ............................................................ . 0.025 0.025 

Reduce cooperative State research service 20 percent .. . 0.044 0.070 
Reduce animal plant health inspection service 10 per-

cent .............................................................................. . O.o36 0.044 
Reduce food safety inspection service 10 percent .......... . 0.047 0.052 

Total ..................... ........... .... ..................................... . 36.941 58.402 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, gov
ernment is big. But what is big is the 
interest costs on the national debt. 

I was here when we balanced the 
budget under President Lyndon John
son. The gross interest cost at that 
time was $4 billion. 
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Think of it, 36 Presidents, Republican 

and Democrats, all the wars from the 
Revolution, World War I, II, Korea, and 
a good part of Vietnam-the interest 
costs on the debt were only $4 billion. 
The interest costs on this year's deficit 
and debt are estimated at $340 billion. 
The cost of Government as you and I 
know it, domestic discretionary, is $275 
billion. That is the courts, the Con
gress, the President, the departments, 
FBI, DEA and all other non-defense ap
propriated accounts. Thus, even if you 
eliminate all of those departments, you 
still have a deficit. 

What you are doing in the Gramm 
amendment is a charade, requiring peo
ple to pay higher interest costs and 
saying you are giving it to them in a 
tax cut. We are misleading the people 
on the idea that the work is done. 

I agree that the people are better 
able to spend their money than we are. 
But they expect us to come to Wash
ington and to be honest about budget 
matters. It is time to get out of the 
wagon and help us pull-the trouble is 
that we here are· in the wagon. It is the 
children who are doing the pulling. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will be delighted to 
yield, on your time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I just want to make 
three unanimous-consent requests on 
my time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am through with 
my time. But I would be delighted to 
get into a debate with my distin
guished chairman. 

In closing, let me just reiterate that 
I really am tired of this fraud. The 
greatest fraud I know exacted on the 
American people is the idea we have 
choices. We are broke. And the single 
biggest government program that we 
have is the interest costs on the debt 
that we have to spend year after year. 
To honestly stop this hemorrhaging we 
have to freeze, we have to cut, we have 
to close loopholes and increase taxes. 
When we finally admit that, we will get 
on top of the problem. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator 
GRAMM be allocated 20 minutes on the 
Thurmond-McCain amendment, the up
coming amendment, to be subtracted 
from the Thurmond-McCain time on 
their amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
has been cleared by the Democratic 
leader and by Senator ExoN. 

I ask unanimous consent that just 
prior to the final vote on the budget 
resolution there be 30 minutes for de
bate to be controlled by the Demo
cratic leader, to be followed by 30 min
utes for debate to be controlled by the 
Republican leader, or the manager, 

Senator DOMENICI, this in addition to 
the time allotted under the Budget 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 2 

minutes to the senior Senator from Ar
izona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Gramm amendment. I 
would direct my remarks to my col
leagues on this side of the aisle rather 
than the other side of the aisle, be
cause, in 1993, the Senator from South 
Carolina and the Senator from North 
Dakota and the Senator from Illinois 
and the majority of those on that side 
of the aisle who were in the majority 
at that time voted in favor of the larg
est tax increase in the history of this 
country. That was their decision. And, 
because they were in the majority at 
the time, that was the will of Congress. 

In 1994, however, the American peo
ple repudiated that massive tax in
crease. The American people said they 
want their taxes cut and they said they 
want to keep some of the money for 
themselves. 

If the Senator from South Carolina 
does not think a $500 per child tax ex
emption would be appreciated by aver
age Americans in this country, he is 
free to have his own views. The fact is, 
the people in Arizona, the families in 
Arizona, would be more than pleased to 
have a $500 a child tax cut and would 
have money to spend on their own chil
dren rather than to send to Washing
ton. 

What this amendment is all about is 
whether we are going to have the sta
tus quo where we have accepted the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
this country, enacted in 1993, or wheth
er we are going to carry out the mes
sage of the American people who said 
we want less Government, we want less 
regulation, we want less taxes. 

I see the Gramm amendment, frank
ly, as a real stark choice and perhaps 
the most important vote we will take 
in this budget debate, because it will 
determine basically the future-not of 
the party on that side of the aisle, but 
of the party on this side of the aisle
as to whether we intend to keep the 
commitment and promise we made to 
the people of this country. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 4 

minutes to the Senator from North Da
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in the 
old western movies we used to see 
these folks traveling around selling 
these bottles of tonic they claimed 
would cure everything from the hic
cups to the gout. Of course, the bottle 
of tonic did nothing of the sort. 

This proposal-to cut taxe&-reminds 
me of that. It is really dealing with 
myths. Let me deal with a couple of 
facts. People say, "The budget is going 
to be balanced. Now let us talk about a 
tax cut." In the budget resolution in 
this Chamber today on page 7-this is a 
reproduction of page 7-it says "Defi
cits." In the year 2002 the deficit is 
$113.5 billion. Balanced? Where? 

I want one person today on the ma
jority side to come to the floor and tell 
us what this says, on page 7. It says a 
$113 billion deficit after 7 years. 

Second, tax cut. Do not take it from 
me, take it from a Republican, Kevin 
Phillips, who says, 

Spending on government programs [speak
ing of this budget] from Medicare and edu
cation to home heating oil assistance, is to 
be reduced in ways that principally burden 
the poor and the middle class while simulta
neously taxes are to be cut in ways that pre
dominantly benefit the top 1 or 2 percent of 
Americans. 

Do not take it from me. Take it from 
a Republican who tells it like it is. 

Here is the paragraph of what he is 
talking about on the tax cuts. They 
call it middle-class tax cuts. Families 
under $30,000 a year get $120. Families 
over $200,000 a year are given $11,200 tax 
cut. That is a middle-class tax cut? Not 
where I come from. 

No, this budget is clear. With this 
amendment calling for tax cuts for the 
wealthy, this budget says to working 
families: We are going to make it hard
er for you to send your kids to college 
because we do not have enough money 
but we are going to give a big tax cuts 
to the weal thy. It says to the elderly 
and poor: We are going to make it 
harder for you to get health care be
cause we cannot afford it but we are 
going to give a big tax cut to the 
wealthy. It says to 2,000 corporations 
that we will give a $2 million check to 
each one of them, because we are going 
to eliminate the alternative minimum 
tax. 

I do not understand those priorities. 
Those priorities make no sense at all. 
The first job in this Chamber is to bal
ance the Federal budget. For those on 
the other side to stand up and say we 
do not care about balancing the budg
et, and then to offer an amendment 
that says, "By the way, the budget is 
not in balance now that we have 
brought to the floor, but we also want 
to give very big tax cuts to those who 
need them least in this country and 
take it out of the hides of other folks 
who want to send their kids to school 
or to get health care or to buy home 
heating fuel in the cold winter," some
how I think those priorities do not sell 
very well back home, because the peo
ple see through them. 

This is a curious and tortured claim 
that is brought to the floor, that some
how if we do not support tax cuts for 
the rich we do not care about the Fed
eral deficits. We are the ones who care 
about the Federal deficit. We want to 
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balance this budget, but you do not 
balance the budget by trotting out 
something that is popular, a big tax 
cut, call it a middle-class tax cut, and 
butter the bread of the wealthy in t his 
country, and then tell other folks we 
are sorry, we cannot afford things that 
are essential for you. 

No, this does not fly. This does not 
make sense. I think the American peo
ple will see it for that. This is pure pol
itics, pure politics. 

This budget resolution on the floor 
today does not balance the budget. It 
does not claim it does. On line 21 of 
page 7 it says the Federal deficit in the 
year 2002 is going to be $113 billion. 

Would that those who called them
selves warriors in the past debate on 
the deficit not turn out to be wall
flowers on this issue and better serve 
this country and their constituents by 
deciding if there is money to be 
achieved anywhere, any place, on reve
nue or the spending side, to use it to 
bring this down to zero and put this 
country back on track. Really balance 
the budget, really give us some truth 
in labeling. Yes, that would better 
serve this country's interests. 

I know it may not be the most popu
lar thing, but I happen to think it is 
the right thing. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAMS). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have to 

give our dear colleagues on the left 
credit for one thing. They do not pro
pose budgets. They do not vote for bal
anced budget amendments to the Con
stitution. They never propose cutting 
anything. But they can stand up in 
front of God and everybody else and 
say they are for balancing the budget. 
It is like Bill Clinton, who feels our 
pain and does not share with us that he 
causes it all the time. 

I believe that we have a clear and 
stark choice here. You can support or 
not support Senator DOMENICI's budget, 
but he makes the hard choices to bal
ance the budget over the next 7 years. 
What my amendment does is make 
more hard choices, cut spending more 
so that in addition to balancing the 
budget, we can let the working men 
and women of America keep more of 
what they earn. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen
ator will yield for a question. 

Mr. GRAMM. I will not yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator 

from Texas. 
Mr. President, in one of his debates, 

Ronald Reagan said "There you go 
again.'' And here we go again. This is a 
historic debate in this Chamber. At no 

point in recent times have the dif
ferences between the two political par
ties been more evident than right now. 
On the Republican side, you have some
body offering tax cuts, spending cuts, 
slowing the rate of growth, balancing 
the budget, and on the other side it is 
business as usual: More spending, more 
taxes, no alternatives. 

I was in this Chamber for many hours 
during the debate on the balanced 
budget amendment, and I heard it over 
and over and oyer again, speaker after 
speaker after speaker: We do not need 
the amendment. All we have to do is do 
it. What is the Republican plan? How 
come you do not tell us how you are 
going to do it? 

Well, here we are. We are saying how 
to do it. We are saying balance the 
budget. You would not give us the 
amendment because you would not give 
us enough votes. We are now offering 
the amendment. We are offering the 
opportunity to balance the budget 
without the amendment. What are you 
doing? Talking and walking. That is 
what they are doing, talking and walk
ing over there. 

The Gramm amendment adds one 
more important component to the un
derlying Domenici proposal that has 
been missing, and that is very simply 
this. Either you want to let working 
Americans keep more of what they 
earn or you do not. You want to cut 
taxes for families and businesses so 
they can have more money to invest on 
their kids or in their businesses or you 
do not. That is what the Gramm 
amendment is all about. And I wish to 
commend the Senator from Texas for 
having the courage to come up with 
this bold proposal because the Senator 
from Texas knows that this is the es
sence of the Republican contract, the 
Contract With America, that was made 
with the American people, that put the 
Republican Senators in the majority in 
this Senate and put the Republicans in 
the majority in the House of Rep
resentatives. Republicans ought to be 
on this floor unanimously supporting 
the Gramm amendment today because 
without that contract and without that 
promise to the American people, you 
would not be in the majority. So if you 
want to break that contract, then vote 
against the Gramm amendment. 

I am talking to my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle because I know where 
my colleagues are coming from on the 
other side of the aisle. This amend
ment, the Gramm amendment, allows 
for a 3-percent growth in the overall 
budget-not a cut. The Domenici plan 
is 3.3. So for 0.3 percent, Senator 
GRAMM is offering businesses and fami
lies more money to invest and to pro
vide for growth. 

The Gramm amendment makes a 
statement. It says we need to enact in
centives for Americans to save and in
vest, penalty free withdrawals for 
homes, for education, medical ex-

penses, marriage penalty tax credit, 
cut the capital gains rate, and index it 
for inflation, and a $500-a-child tax 
credit. 

This is the essence of the difference 
between the two parties, Mr. President, 
as I said. The tax cuts in the Gramm 
proposal are paid for with spending 
cuts. It does not undercut the Domen
ici proposal. It simply provides deeper 
cuts to provide the tax benefits to the 
American people. 

We have seen a lot of polls lately 
that suggest the American people real
ly do not want tax cuts. They are asked 
whether we would rather have tax cuts 
or deficit reduction. Well, of course, 
people will say we would like to have 
both, and you can get both right here 
in this proposal. When it is offered ei
ther/or, they will say, fine, balance the 
budget. We do not need the tax cuts. 
We will sacrifice. Balance the budget. 

This is both. This is both. Ask the 
American people if they would support 
a budget that reaches balance and 
gives them a capital gains tax. Ask the 
American people if they would support 
a budget that reaches balance and al
lows penalty-free withdrawals for edu
cation or a downpayment on a loan. 
Ask the American people if they would 
support a budget that reaches balance 
and provides a $500 tax credit for each 
child. Ask them that and see what the 
answer is-not either/or, both. And 
that is what the Gramm amendment iS' 
all about. The choice is not between 
tax cuts and a balanced budget. The 
question is are you willing to cut 
spending enough to do both. 

And again, the word "cut" is used 
very loosely because we are asking our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
and some of the colleagues on this side 
of the aisle to support a proposal that 
limits the growth of the U.S. Govern
ment over the next 7 years to 3 per
cent. That is what we are asking you to 
do. 

You were out in the Chamber time 
after time after time during that bal
anced budget amendment debate say
ing give us your plan; give us your 
plan; we do not need an amendment. 
All right, we did not get the amend
ment. Where is your plan? You de
feated your President's plan 99 to noth
ing joining with us on the Senate floor. 
I have not seen yours. I am hearing all 
this talk, but I do not see any plan. 

Frankly, I think the American people 
are sick of it. They were sick of it in 
the elections in 1994, and they are 
going to be even sicker ·of it after this 
debate. We have an opportunity here. 
History shows us that tax cuts create 
jobs. It is not the Government's 
money. It is your money. You provide 
it to the Government. Give the Govern
ment less. Leave it in your pocket, and 
you will create jobs, and you will em
ploy more people, and we will have 
more tax revenues, and we will balance 
the budget even more quickly. 
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In closing, Mr. President, let me just 

say every Republican Senator and 
House Member, as I said, voted against 
that budget, the President's budget. 
The tax cuts included in the Gramm 
package total $173 billion. We are get
ting $173 billion back out of the $250 
billion tax increase the President pro
vided us last year. We do not even get 
as far at cutting taxes as Clinton went 
in raising taxes. Now, that is not really 
too much to ask. 

So, Mr. President, let me conclude by 
complimenting Senator DOMENICI for 
his courageous decision to meet this 
head on, and again to compliment Sen
ator GRAMM for adding what I believe 
is a stronger amendment to this pack
age to balance the Federal budget and 
to cut taxes, to do what the American 
people asked us to do when they elect
ed us into the majority in November. 

I yield back the remainder of any 
time I may have. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank 

him for his patience, and I am pleased 
to yield 4 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague, the senior Senator from Illi
nois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. 

I am pleased to stand up and say I 
think this is a bad amendment. Would 
I like a tax cut? Of course. We would 
all like a tax cut. 

I have three grandchildren. I face the 
choice of sacrificing a little bit or 
building a better future for my three 
grandchildren. That is the fundamental 
choice. I do not have a hard time mak
ing that choice, and I do not think the 
American people have a hard time 
making that choice. 

Let us move to a balanced budget. I 
commend PETE DOMENICI for moving 
toward a balanced budget. I do not hap
pen to agree with the priorities, but he 
is moving in that direction. But the 
Gramm amendment would take, over a 
10-year period, $594 billion in tax cuts. 

Our history on these things, on legis
lative answers-and this is why we 
need the constitutional amendment-is 
they last for about 2 years, as our 
friend from Texas knows better than 
anyone else, and then they blow up in 
our face. 

The danger is the Domenici plan will 
last 2 years and then we will discard it 
because it becomes too politically po
tent and we will keep the tax cut. 

When the Senator from Arizona, Sen
ator KYL, says you cut taxes and you 
get more revenue for the Federal Gov
ernment, in 1981 we had both a Repub
lican- the Ronald Reagan plan-and a 
Democratic plan to do precisely that. I 
voted against both the Republican plan 
and the Democratic plan. But I can re
member Ronald Reagan saying, " If you 
pass this, by 1984 we are going to have 
a balanced budget in our country. " It 

did not make sense. This amendment 
does not make sense now. 

And to cut back from the Domenici 
numbers, $40 billion in Medicaid-who 
are Medicaid recipients? Half of them 
are poor children. Forty billion dollars 
we are going to get here. If anyone 
thinks that $40 billion is not a tax cut, 
talk to any hospital administrator. 
That means we are going to cut back 
on what hospitals get for Medicaid. 
And what will hospital administrators 
do? They will shift it to the non-Medic
aid, non-Medicare payment to the in
surance companies, and our insurance 
rates go up all over the country. 

If anyone thinks that is not a tax in
crease, they are just fooling them
selves. 

Oh, this is great politics. And my 
friend from Texas is good at politics. I 
commend him for standing up fre
quently on the courageous side of 
things. But this one is wrong. He is 
wrong. It is not in the national interest 
and his amendment should be defeated. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the 
Chair . . 

The PRESIDING OFFIGER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the junior Senator from Il
linois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. President, at the outset of my re
marks, I would like to point out to the 
sponsor of this amendment that, with
out this broad-brushing, these issues 
that a number of us on-the Senator 
said "on the left"-on this side of the 
aisle voted for and supported the bal
anced budget amendment. In fact, Sen
ator SIMON, my senior Senator, who is 
leaving the floor now, was an original 
sponsor of the balanced budget amend
ment and continued to press for that 
matter over the years. And so, this is 
not a partisan issue. 

Mr. President, we ordinarily consider 
tax cuts when our economy needs eco
nomic stimulus, but economic growth 
is strong, so strong, in fact, that the 
Federal Reserve raised interest rates 
seven separate times to ensure that the 
economy would not overheat. And un
employment is low; our economy has 
created 6 million new jobs. Jump-start
ing the economy, therefore, is unneces
sary at this time, and cannot be the 
motive for this amendment. 

What is behind this amendment---as 
the chart over there indicates-is the 
notion that the Federal Government is 
too big. Now, that is something of an 
arguable point. It is true, for example 
that national defense consumed $81 bil
lion in fiscal 1970, and increased to over 
$281 billion by fiscal 1994. However, in 
1970, the $81 billion financed over 3 mil
lion soldiers, sailors, Air Force person
nel, and marines, whereas the $281 bil
lion we spent last year financed Armed 

Forces only about half that amount. 
The large dollar increases, therefore, 
do not really represent growth at all. 

It is true, of course, that as a per
centage of the economy, Government 
has grown. The Federal Government 
accounted for about 19.2 percent of the 
economy in 1959, and 22 percent last 
year. That is an increase of about 14 
percent over the past 35 years. Where 
did that money go. Well, most of it 
went to Medicare and Social Security. 
These two programs alone increased 
from 2 percent of the economy in 1959 
to over 7.2 percent in 1994-that is, they 
more than accounted for all of the 
growth in Government over the last 35 
years. Everything else-discretionary 
spending, cash, nutrition, and housing 
assistance for the poor, agriculture
almost everything else went down. The 
only other Federal activities to in
crease in size as a percentage of the 
economy since 1959 are interest expense 
and Medicaid. 

What these numbers all mean is that, 
to the extent the Federal Government 
has grown over the past 35 years, it has 
grown because Social Security and 
Medicare have become mature pro
grams over that period. If you ask 
Americans whether they would prefer a 
tax cut, or whether they would prefer 
to reduce their retirement or health 
care security, the answer is, I think 
quite obvious. 

Now, this amendment does not quite 
ask that question, but it does raise an
other one: would Americans rather 
have a tax cut, and sacrifice long-term 
medical care for the elderly, and medi
cal care for the poor, and investment in 
our children's education, or would they 
rather give up the tax cuts, balance the 
budget, but continue to make essential 
public investments in education, and in 
health. I think the answer to that ques
tion is equally obvious. While Ameri
cans would very much like to balance 
the budget, they want to do so in a way 
that preserves essential investments in 
our future. 

They know that the reason balancing 
the budget is so important is because 
we do not want to deprive future gen
erations of their opportunity to live 
the American dream. And they know 
that trying to balance the budget in a 
way that reduces educational oppor
tunity and cuts access to health care 
does not meet our obligation to our 
children-and their children. They 
know that simply is not fair. They 
know that it hurts both individuals and 
our country, because our future is di
minished if every American does not 
have the opportunity to strive for the 
American dream. 

And it is not just individual Ameri
cans who know that America's future 
depends on making the right choice. 
Financial markets know it also. If the 
Senate adopts this amendment and the 
tax cuts become law, we will have un
dermined our commitment to real defi
cit reduction, and we will have ignored 
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our responsibility to the future of 
Americans and to America. The results 
of that will be continued declines in 
our national wealth, a renewed fall of 
the dollar, a widening of the gap be
tween rich and poor, and diminished 
opportunities for many Americans and 
for our Nation as a whole. 

The simple truth is that we are all in 
this together-we are all Americans
and the way we balance the budget 
should reflect that fact. A tax cut that 
is unneeded to stimulate our economy 
makes no sense. A tax cut that creates 
confusion in the minds of financial 
markets as to whether the United 
States is committed to deficit reduc
tion makes no sense. And a tax cut 
that undermines the essential purpose 
of balancing the budget in the first 
place-protecting future opportunities 
for our children and our country-is 
not what Americans want and must be 
defeated. 

I would point out, my previous col
league made the point that fiscal year 
2002 still has a deficit here of $113 bil
lion. It seems to me that a $113 billion 
deficit is like being just a little bit 
pregnant. I believe we should focus our 
attention on deficit reduction instead 
of irresponsible promises of a chicken 
in every pot to make political points. 

I urge my colleagues, therefore, to 
defeat this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Texas for yielding me this time. 

I rise in support of the Gramm 
amendment to the 1996 concurrent 
budget resolution. I have said on the 
floor of the Senate before that, along 
with balancing the budget, which is 
very important, we need to provide 
some tax relief for all Americans, espe
cially families. 

Slowing the rate of growth in Federal 
spending is not just a political exercise 
or an accounting endeavor. The Fed
eral Government is financed by the 
hard work of the people. If Government 
is to be made smaller and, thus, costs 
less, then Americans should be able to 
keep more of their hard-earned cash. 

As I listened to the debate here in 
the Senate, it seemed to me that there 
are Senators or a Senator that will 
speak for almost every group in the 
country, many times for good reasons: 
whether it is education or Medicare or 
the elderly or the defense program. But 
rarely do we have people that stand up 
here in the Senate and speak up for the 
working taxpaying Americans. 

Who among us is willing to do that? 
Senator GRAMM of Texas is willing to 
do that. 

It seems to me if we are going to con
trol the rate of growth in the Federal 
Government spending by over $1 tril
lion over the next 7 years, should not 
the people that are paying the bills, 
carrying the load, doing the work, get 
just a little bit of the relief? 

And I want to ask my colleagues: 
What is it you object to in this list of 
tax cuts? I felt very strongly that we 
should have had these tax cuts in the 
body of this resolution. I am pleased 
that we have the dividend that is des
ignated for tax cuts. But I really think 
we should make it clear that we want 
some of these changes. And what we 
are talking about is some tax cuts that 
will encourage growth. 

Whatever happened to the idea that 
one of best ways to reduce the deficit is 
to have growth in the economy? We 
have heard that for years. President 
Clinton has even talked about that. 

And the economists all indicate they 
are worried about savings. How about 
the idea of letting the people get a lit
tle consideration to encourage them to 
save more? 

So let us encourage investment and 
growth and savings. That is what these 
tax cuts do. 

And, also, how about a little more 
fairness in the Tax Code? There are so 
many problems with the Tax Code you 
cannot begin to enumerate them all. 
But when you start talking about 
things like allowing wives working in 
the home to be able to have an individ
ual retirement account, who is against 
that? That is fundamental fairness. Ev
erybody can have an individual retire
ment account at certain levels of in
come, but not the spouse working in 
the home. To me, correction of this is 
just basic fairness. 

How about the marriage penalty 
credit? For years, Congress has talked 
about how we need to get rid of this 
marriage penalty, and yet it just lives 
on. This tax cut would deal with that 
problem. 

What about the idea of our elderly? 
We have a lot of our elderly who would 
like to keep working. But now if they 
keep working, many times when they 
need it and when we need them, they 
get penalized. 

These tax cuts would include, among 
other good things, raising the Social 
Security earnings test threshold. We 
should do that. I would like to elimi
nate it, but this proposal would take 
the threshold up to $30,000. 

So you see, we are talking about 
some things that will help families and 
wives, married couples, small busi
nesses and our elderly in a real way. 

We have a provision in here that 
would provide small businesses estate 
and gift tax relief. The people who own 
small businesses run the risk of losing 
everything they have or affecting what 
they do because of these tax penalties. 

And we should have the capital gains 
tax rate cut. When I go home and I ask 

the people of all backgrounds and eco
nomic stations in life, should we have a 
capital gains rate cut, "Absolutely," 
they say, we should do that. It never 
ceases to amaze me that in Washing
ton, DC, a capital gains tax rate cut is 
fought. But out where people are creat
ing the jobs and when they want to be 
able to sell timber or timberland, they 
understand that a capital gains tax 
rate cut would help them and would 
help the economy and would create 
jobs. But not in Washington, no. 

What about the $500 tax credit per 
child? Why do we not want to let the 
families with children keep a little bit 
more of their own money, let them de
cide how they want to spend money for 
clothing and schools and food for their 
children? Oh, no, it is much better to 
have a program from Washington that 
does it for you or tells you how you 
must do it. This would allow the deci
sions to go back to the families with 
children. Let them decide how to spend 
their money. 

I want to point out that this is not 
an insignificant consideration either. 
It really would make a difference in 
the family income. I would like to have 
printed in the RECORD, Mr. President
it may have already been done, but I 
want to make sure it is in here-an ar
ticle in the Washington Post on May 16 
by James K. Glassman entitled "Yes, 
Cut Taxes." I ask unanimous consent 
that that be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

YES, CUT TAXES 

(By James K. Glassman) 
Critics of the Republican budget in the 

press, Congress and the White House may be 
drastically underestimating the power-both 
political and economic-of those tax cuts the 
House passed in April. I know I did. 

First, a little history. The Republicans 
won the November congressional elections. 
using a contract that pledged a balanced 
budget and a tax cut. 

President Clinton figured they couldn't do 
it, so his strategy was to sit back and let 
them take the heat for overreaching. His 
February budget opted for the status quo, 
which means annual deficits of $200 billion
plus forever. 

Now, the Republicans are offering their of
ficial budget plans, and- whaddaya know?
they show they can indeed balance the budg
et by their target year, the palindromic 2002. 
And they can do it by increasing spending in 
each year by an average of $45 billion. 

But skeptics see two problems. The first is 
Medicare. Republicans want to increase 
spending on the program by about 6 percent 
annually instead of 10 percent. In Washing
ton parlance, this is a "cut" of $280 billion, 
so it's not expected to be easy to sell. 

The second problem is tax cuts. Sen. Pete 
Domenici (R-N.M.), who heads the Senate 
Budget Committee, said Sunday, "We don't 
have a tax cut until we balance the budget. " 
But his House counterpart, Rep. John Kasich 
(R-Ohio), things, the country can have both 
at the same time. 

The trouble with tax cuts is that they're 
hard to justify at the same time you're or
dering painful limit&-and some outright re
duction&-in spending. Also , it's likely that a 
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total restructuring of the tax system (a flat 
tax or a national sales tax) will be a big issue 
in next year's presidential election. So why 
piecemeal changes now? 

In the past, I made these same arguments 
in urging Congress to shelve the tax cuts. 
But that was before I did something that 
most journalists (and even politicians) still 
haven't done: I took a close look at the tax 
bill. 

Now I'm changing my mind. The tax 
changes are a political plus-and likely an 
economic plus as well. Once Americans un
derstand them (and few do now) they're apt 
to become very, very enthusiastic. Reluctant 
politicians risk being trampled . 

The two main provisions of the tax bill, 
H.R. 1215, are these: 

(1) Nearly every family with children can 
reduce its final tax bill by $500 per kid. 

For example, the average household headed 
by a married couple has an income of about 
$50,000 a year. If that family has three chil
dren, its current federal income tax bill, ac
cording to a study by Price Waterhouse, is 
$4,643. 

But if H.R. 1215 becomes law, the family's 
tax bill well be reduced by $1,500-to $3,143, a 
cut of a whopping 32 percent. Such a family 
with two children would save 20 percent, 
with four children, 47 percent. 

These are huge cuts, perhaps unprece
dented in U.S. fiscal history. Yet I doubt 
that most Americans know much about 
them. The press coverage of H.R. 1215 earlier 
this year was dominated by a specious con
troversy over whether tax relief benefited 
the wealthy. Of course , it does-but only if 
the rich are willing to invest their money. 
not spent it. Which brings us to the second 
element .. . 

(2) Taxes on capital gains will be cut dra
matically. 

This is the part that's meant to encourage 
investing, and it 's a fact that most investing 
is done by families with higher incomes. But 
the capital gains cuts in H.R. 1215 aren 't a 
replay of the Reagan tax cuts, which didn' t 
work as advertised . 

Those 1986 cuts lowered the tax rates on in
come (salaries, bonuses, interest on bonds) 
but actually raised the rates on capital gains 
(profits from the sales of assets like stocks 
and real estate). As a result, the changes en
couraged consumption, but not investment. 
In fact , the paltry U.S. savings rate actually 
fell. 

The changes in the tax bill the House 
passed in April are directly targeted at in
vestment-and they're extremely powerful. 

The bill does two things: First, it reduces 
a family's capital gains rate to one-half of 
its income-tax rate. So, if you're in a 28 per
cent bracket (taxable income of $38,000 to 
$92,000 for a couple filing jointly), you 'll pay 
just 14 percent on your stock profits. 

Second, the bill indexes capital gains, 
which means that you only pay taxes on real 
profits, not on inflation. Indexing can 
produce huge tax savings-but only for long
term investors. And long-term investors are 
what the U.S . economy desperately needs; 
they provide the capital that creates good 
jobs. 

Consider a family with taxable income of 
$80,000 a year that buys 200 shares of Wal
Mart at $25 a share, holds the stock for six 
years. then sells it for $50 a share-a profit of 
$5,000. 

Right now, taxes would be $1,400 (28 per
cent of $5,000). But under H.R. 1215, if infla
tion over those six years averaged about 3 
percent, the family would pay .tax only on its 
" real" (non-inflationary) gain- on $4,000 

rather than on $5,000. And the rate would be 
just 14 percent. So the tax bill would be $560 
instead of $1,400, a reduction of 60 percent. 

Would capital gains cuts of that magnitude 
entice Americans to save and invest rather 
than to consume? It's a good bet. 

The tax changes in H.R. 1215 would mean 
tbat the Treasury would receive about $80 
billion less revenue in 2002 than it now ex
pects. That's a shortfall of about 4 percent 
that would have to be met with extra spend
ing restraint. Is the trade-off worth it? It's 
more and more clear the answer is yes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I quote 
from that article I think the most per
tinent part: 

(1) Nearly every family with children can 
reduce its final tax bill by $500 per kid. 

For example, the average household headed 
by a married couple has an income of about 
$50,000 a year. 

Not rich folks; these are middle-in
come, working people. 

If that family has three children, its cur
rent Federal income tax bill, according to a 
study by Price Waterhouse, is $4,643. 

But if-this amendment is added to 
the budget resolution-

The family 's tax bill will be reduced by 
$1,500---to $3,143, a cut of a whopping 32 per
cent. Such a family with two children would 
save 20 percent, with four children, 47 per
cent. 

This is a significant move to help 
families with children. 

So, Mr. President, when I look down 
the list of provisions in this tax cut, I 
ask-in fact, I challenge-Senators to 
come out here and tell me which one of 
these they are against. 

Are you against providing tax incen
tives for the purchase of long-term care 
insurance? How about a home office de
duction for small business men and 
women, individual entrepreneurs that 
work out of their homes? Everybody 
else gets a deduction for office ex
penses but not if you work in your 
home. More and more Americans are 
doing that, are able to do that, or are 
going to have to do it in the future. 

So I think there are many good pro
visions in this legislation. I urge the 
Senate to support it. It does have the 
support of a number of groups that are 
interested in encouraging growth and 
savings in the business community. 
The Heritage Foundation indicated 
that 490,563 children in my State of 
Mississippi would be eligible for the per 
child credit that I spoke of a moment 
ago. That means almost $245.3 million 
of this hard-earned cash would be re
turned to the families in my State. 

In President Clinton's home State of 
Arkansas, there are 458,547 children 
who would benefit from the per child 
tax credit. That is about $229 million 
more than Arkansas families will get 
back without this tax credit. 

So I think, Mr. President, we have an 
opportunity to really help the economy 
and to help the families in this coun
try. We should add this amendment to 
the resolution. Then, when we go to 
conference, while there still would be 

some differences, we could work out 
those differences and have tax relief in 
this very important legislation. 

So I urge the support of the Gramm 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to print a series of 
letters in the RECORD in support of the 
amendment by the National Taxpayers 
Union, by Citizens for a Sound Econ
omy, by the Christian Coalition, by 
Traditional Values Coalition, by the 
Family Research Council, by Con
cerned Women of America, by the Busi
ness and Industrial Council, and by the 
National Federation of Independent 
Business. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION, 
Washington, DC, May 22, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: The 300,000-member Na
tional Taxpayers Union (NTU) strongly sup
ports the FY 1996 Budget Resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 13) as reported by the Senate Budget 
Committee. A vote FOR the Committee's 
Budget Resolution will be scored as one of 
the most heavily-weighted pro-taxpayer 
votes in our 1995 Rating of Congress. NTU op
poses any attempts to increase the spending 
projected in the Budget Resolution. "No" 
votes on such amendments will likewise be 
included as pro-taxpayer votes in our Rating. 

We are pleased that for the first time in fif
teen years the Senate Budget Committee has 
reported a Budget Resolution to balance the 
budget without raising taxes. While the 
Budget Committee has outlined significant 
spending cuts, the final proposals will be 
drafted by the authorizing and appropria
tions committees. The Committee has made 
suggestions that NTU has supported for 
many years, including the termination or 
privatization of many government programs. 
It also begins the long-overdue process of re
forming Medicare, which is headed for bank
ruptcy in a few years. 

Unless current trends change soon , funding 
increases in major entitlement programs 
will slash the after-tax income of the aver
age American worker by almost 60% over the 
next 45 years. After-tax income would plunge 
from $19,000 in 1995 to $7,821 in 2040. As bleak 
as this projection may seem, it is based on 
an optimistic assumption that pre-tax in
comes will rise faster over the next 45 years 
than they have over the past 20. This spend
ing growth is not sustainable, and if allowed 
to grow unchecked will permanently damage 
our children's hope for a better future. 

In the world economy, the advent of the 
Information Revolution will give a huge ad
vantage to efficient governments. Because 
computers allow most economic transactions 
to occur literally anywhere. competition be
tween jurisdictions expands by the day. That 
necessitates a revolution in the way govern
ment is financed and a radical downsizing of 
its activities. The budget restraint in this 
resolution will force necessary reexamina
tion and reform of many government pro
grams. 

While we fully support the Budget Resolu
tion, we are disappointed that it does not 
project passage of the important tax reduc
tion proposals that the House passed last 
month. Therefore, we support an amendment 
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by Senator Phil Gramm and others that 
would further restrain spending growth, ac
commodat~ most of the House-passed tax 
cuts, and still balance the budget by 2002. It 
is vitally ~mportant that Congress also re
duce the tax burden on middle-class tax
payers and the present tax disincentives for 
savings, imvestment, and economic growth. 
The typical American taxpayer has to work 
until May 6 this year just to pay his federal, 
state, and local taxes. Overburdened tax
payers expect and deserve substantial relief 
from this crushing tax load. A vote for the 
Gramm amendment will be included as pro
taxpayer vote in our Rating. 

Through almost 200 years of American his
tory, our leaders strove to follow Thomas 
Jefferson's wise advice: "We shall consider 
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity 
with our debts, and morally bound to pay 
them ourselves." Passage of the Budget Res
olution is essential if Congress hopes to re
store a fiscally sound future for the next 
generation. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID KEATING, 

Executive Vice President. 

CITIZENS FOR A 
SOUND ECONOMY, 

Washington, DC, May 17, 1995. 
Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: I am writing on be
half of the 250,000 members of Citizens for a 
Sound Economy (CSE) to register our sup
port for your proposal to balance the budget 
by 2002 by cutting taxes and slowing federal 
spending growth. 

In order to encourage a growing economy 
that creates new, high-paying jobs and rising 
living standards for our children and grand
children, we must bring federal spending 
under control. Your proposal does this by 
limiting federal spending increases to 3.3 
percent per year. Cutting taxes and capping 
the dollars available for the federal govern
ment to spend would mean more dollars for 
American families to spend. Letting Ameri
cans spend and invest their money as they 
like, instead of allowing the government to 
spend their money for them, is one of the 
best things Congress could do to strengthen 
our economy. 

Americans are faced with chronic federal 
budget deficits because of ever-increasing 
government spending. CSE strongly supports 
your plan because it would cut taxes and 
help bring federal spending under control, 
thereby resulting in the first balanced budg
et in a generation. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL BECKNER, 

President. 

CHRISTIAN COALITION, 
CAPITOL HILL OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, May 8, 1995. 
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 1.5 million 

members and supporters of the Christian Co
alition, I am writing to urge your support for 
Senator Phil Gramm's proposed substitute 
amendment to the Concurrent Budget Reso
lution for FY '96 when it comes to the floor 
next week. This amendment will provide for 
tax relief and growth incentives as promised 
in the Contract With America. 

The American family has repeatedly been 
promised tax relief, only to see those prom
ises broken. That is why the recent passage 
by the House of Representatives of the fam
ily tax relief promised in the Contract With 
America was particularly gratifying. But the 
American people do not make differentia-

tions between the House and the Senate
they only know that Republicans cam
paigned on the Contract With America and 
that the 1994 elections were a mandate to the 
Republican party to pass the Contract. That 
is why we are writing today to urge the Sen
ate to stick with the tax relief promised in 
the Contract With America. 

Although all Americans have been im
pacted by today's high taxation level, fami
lies with children have particularly felt the 
impact due to the diminished value of the 
personal exemption. The personal exemption 
protected 68 percent of the average family of 
four's earnings from taxation in 1948, but it 
has not kept up with inflation and higher in
come. If it had done so, it would today be be
tween $7,000 and $8,000. The American family 
pays more in federal, state, and local taxes, 
than it does for food, clothing, and housing 
combined. 

It is important to remember that in asking 
for the $500 per child tax credit, families are 
not asking for a new subsidy, a new entitle
ment, or a new spending program from the 
government. They are asking to keep more 
of their own hard-earned income in order to 
raise their families. 

We urge the Senate to put families first 
and support the Gramm substitute amend
ment when it comes to the floor next week. 
This is the family dividend of budget reduc
tion. Thank you for your attention to our 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH E. REED, JR., 

Executive Director. 

TRADITIONAL VALUES COALITION, 
May 12, 1995. 

Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM. Next week the Sen
ate will begin consideration of the budget 
resolution. On behalf of Traditional Values 
Coalition's 31,000 member churches I am 
writing to urge you to support Senator Phil 
Gramm's amendment. 

For too long special interests have had 
more clout and control over the budget proc
ess than working families. In addition, over 
the last few decades Washington has shown a 
lack of financial discipline, forcing working 
families to shoulder the burden of increased 
government spending and higher taxes. Tra
ditional Values Coalition believes that it is 
now time for Congress to change its prior
ities and focus by providing tax relief to the 
parents of 52 million children. With the pas
sage of the Contract with America, the 
House has acknowledged this injustice to
ward working families. I hope the Senate 
will as-well. 

senator Gramm's amendment will restrain 
the growth in federal spending by $94 billion 
over five years and provide desperately need
ed tax relief for 29 million hardworking fami
lies. TVC believes cuts in wasteful govern
ment spending will pay for the family tax re
lief. These spending cuts should come from 
eliminating hundreds of programs ranging 
from the Uranium Enrichment program ($1.6 
billion) to the National Endowment for the 
Arts and Humanities ($1.4 billion) and by 
privatizing the Corporation for Public Broad
casting ($1 billion). 

In the 1950's, the average American family 
paid 3% of their income in federal taxes. 
Today, the average family sends 25% of its 
income to Washington. It is outrageous that 
the average working family pays more to the 
tax man than it spends on shelter. food and 
clothing. 

Traditional Values Coalition believes that 
working families are better equipped to 

make decisions on how to spend their own 
money than bureaucrats in Washington. 
Working families are not asking for any
thing special or an entitlement. They are 
simply asking for the government to return 
what rightfully belongs to them-their hard 
earned money. 

Traditional Values Coalition considers 
Senator Gramm's amendment pro-family 
and pro-growth. Last year Congress put 
spending first, this year put families first. 

Sincerely, 
REV. LOUIS P. SHELDON, 

Chairman. 

FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, May 10, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing to express my 
support for an amendment Senator Gramm 
plans to offer to the budget resolution when 
it reaches the Senate floor later this month. 
The amendment would significantly reduce 
the tax burden on America's families by 
adopting a $500 per-child tax credit and a va
riety of other tax measures (including a de
duction for adoption expenses, spousal IRA 
benefits, etc.) which are very much needed. 

The Gramm proposal allows the Senate to 
adopt the "crown jewel" of the House GOP's 
Contract With America. It recognizes that 
the electoral revolution that occurred last 
November 8 was driven in no small part by a 
desire on the part of the American people to 
see the size of government reduced and the 
amount of disposal income available for 
their use increased. 

As you know, the 1986 White House Work
ing Group on the Family that I chaired for 
President Reagan had as its central rec
ommendation a dramatic increase in per
child tax benefits. The Senate has an his
toric opportunity to address this long over
looked area of tax law and to demonstrate to 
the American people that it is working to 
make the kinds of changes Americans voted 
for last November. 

While I recognize that some legislators 
perceive tax relief to be at odds with the im
portant goal of deficit reduction, it is impor
tant to point out that the Gramm proposal
like the House GOP Contract-provides both 
significant tax relief and significant deficit 
reduction. As such, it recognizes that these 
two important goals are not mutually exclu
sive. 

I urge you, therefore, to enthusiastically 
support Senator Gramm's efforts. Please let 
me know if you would like additional infor
mation about this subject from me or any 
member of my staff. 

Sincerely, 
GARY L. BAUER, 

President. 

CONCERNED WOMEN 
FOR AMERICA, 

Washington , DC, May 12, 1995. 
Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: Concerned Women 

for America is the nation's largest pro-fam
ily women's organization with over 600,000 
members. For many years CWA has worked 
on legislative efforts to allow American fam
ilies to keep more of their hard-earned 
money. Thus. we have worked diligently in 
favor of the $500-per-child tax credit, home
maker IRA equity, and tax credits for adop
tion expenses. 

We are very disturbed by the increased tax 
burden on families which often compels both 
parents to enter the work force in order to 
make financial ends meet. In 1948 the median 
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family of four paid only two percent of its in
come to the federal government in taxes. 
However, in 1989 the same family paid nearly 
24 percent in federal taxes. Adding on state 
and local taxes, over one-third of that fami
ly's income will be spent on taxes. 

Families in your state need you to stand 
firm on their behalf. The House GOP " Con
tract With America" was passed because the 
voters made their voices heard last Novem
ber. Tax relief for families was a vital com
ponent that helped to spark that revolution. 
Now it is time for the Senate to do its part 
to fight for families . Otherwise, the Senate 
will shoulder the voters' outrage and become 
the weak link in the fight for smaller gov
ernment and less taxes. 

CW A cannot compromise on this principle. 
This issue is not about class warfare . It is ar
rogant and baseless to assert that govern
ment cannot afford to allow families to keep 
more of their own money. Families should 
not have to suffer for the appalling lack of 
discipline and will in Congress to cut federal 
spending! 

Please join Concerned Women for America 
in supporting the Gramm amendment to the 
Senate Budget. CWA members in your state, 
and all America's families , will remember 
your vote. 

Sincerely, 
BEVERLY LAHAYE, 

President. 

UNITED STATES 
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL, 

Washington, DC, May 16, 1995. 
Ron. PHIL GRAMM, 
U.S. Senate, Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: In recent testi
mony to the Congressional Joint Economic 
Committee, Milton Friedman has calculated 
the aggregate cost of direct and indirect gov
ernment expenditures at a staggering 50 per
cent of national output. About half of the 
U.S. Gross Domestic Product is taken in 
taxes by the government at the federal , 
state, and local levels, including the costs of 
complying with excessive government regu
lations. Moreover, the Institute for Policy 
Innovation states that 50 percent of the aver
age family's budget goes to pay taxes to all 
levels of government. Clearly, the federal 
government is far too big and is taking too 
much from our economy. The Congress needs 
to drastically cut spending and also cut 
taxes. 

USBIC strongly supports your proposed 
amendment to the Senate Budget Resolution 
which would cut spending further in order to 
achieve the crucially important tax cuts al
ready passed by the House as part of the Con
tract with America. Your amendment would 
combine the savings from lowering non-de
fense discretionary spending ($117 billion 
over seven years) beyond the reductions al
ready in the Senate Budget Committee Reso
lution, with Medicaid savings derived from 
accelerating the decrease in the rate of 
growth in Medicaid. In addition, your 
amendment would use the " dividend" pro
jected by the Congressional Budget Office re
sulting from balancing the budget by 2002. 
All of these additional spending cuts and 
savings would be combined to pay for $173 
billion in tax reductions over five years. We 
are delighted that your amendment would 
preserve the following crucial tax cuts al
ready in the Contract-capital gains tax re
duction and indexing, small business estate 
and gift tax relief, small business expensing, 
and repeal of the corporate alternate mini
mum tax. USBIC believes that the capital 
gains tax cut alone, if scored dynamically 

rather than statically, will increase revenues 
by $150 billion over five years, thereby in
and-of itself almost paying for all the other 
tax cuts yet a second time. 

We represent 1,000 small and medium-sized, 
mostly family-owned businesses nationwide. 
As you know, such businesses employ half of 
our nation's workforce and create two thirds 
of all new jobs. Such businesses are the bed
rock of the nation's economy, yet they are 
being severely squeezed by high taxes and ex
cessive regulations. Your amendment pre
serving the vitally needed House tax cuts 
will strongly improve the nation's economy 
by stimulating investment, growth, and new 
jobs. 

Sincerely, 
KEVIN L . KEARNS, 

President. 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Washington , DC, May 16, 1995. 
Ron. PHIL GRAMM, 
U.S. Senate, Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: On behalf of the 
more than 600,000 members of the National 
Federation of Independent Business (NFIB), I 
am writing to support your amendment, the 
Contract with America Tax Fairness and 
Deficit Reduction Act, to the FY 1996 Budget 
Resolution. 

For the first time in decades, the Congress 
is debating a resolution that puts the federal 
budget on a permanent path to a balanced 
federal budget. Your amendment would 
m~ke possible significant tax relief for 
American families and small businesses 
while balancing the budget by the year 2002. 
It returns hard-earned money to families and 
small businesses who know best how to 
spend it. 

NFIB members strongly support a balanced 
federal budget and believe their taxes should 
be reduced. High taxes consistently rank at 
the top of the list of concerns for small busi
ness owners in surveys conducted by the 
NFIB Education Foundation. 

Important tax relief for small business in
cludes: small business and family farm es
tate tax relief, incentives for retirement sav
ings, and capital gains tax reduction and in
dexing. Your plan includes all of these pro
posals and more. 

We applaud your efforts and look forward 
to working with you. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J . MOTLEY III , 

Vice President , 
Federal Governmental Relations. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 4 

minutes to the Senator from Connecti
cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Nebraska. 

Let me just begin by stating some
thing that may put me within the mi
nority here. I am opposed to all tax 
cuts in this bill, not because I am op
posed to tax cuts. I think they ought to 
all be postponed-that is my own 
view-whether they come from one 
source or another. If we are honestly 
dealing with deficit reduction, tax cuts 
ought not be on the table. 

But I do want to rise and express my 
opposition to the particular proposal 

being offered today because I think it 
is particularly egregious and creates 
serious problems for our country. 

My colleague from Texas, with whom 
I serve on the Banking Committee, has 
often and very colorfully talked about 
who is in the wagon and outside the 
wagon. I raise here a picture of the 
good old chuck wagon. I call it theRe
publican tax cut wagon. 

I am going to use the wagon meta
phor to explain to people, if I can, what 
we are talking about with this pro
posal. The wagon metaphor is a potent 
one. 

If we apply it to the Contract With 
America's tax cut, I think people will 
get a clear picture of what we are talk
ing about. If you take off the wagon's 
cover and show what is inside this tax
cut wagon, you get a clear picture of 
what is occurring. 

More than 51 percent of those riding 
in this tax-cut wagon are the wealthi
est 12 percent of our population in this 
country earning more than $100,000 a 
year. In fact, the richest 1 percent, the 
best off of the population, of those 
earning over $350,000 will reap, under 
this proposal, an average windfall of 
$20,000 in tax breaks. People earning 
over $200,000 will receive a tax break in 
excess of $11,000. Is it any wonder that 
a recent Wall Street Journal article de
scribed the House GOP tax-cut pack
age, much of what we are voting on 
today, in these words, and I quote the 
Wall Street Journal: 

Don' t do anything yet, but start salivat
ing. The tax bill passed Wednesday by the 
House of Representatives could turn out to 
be the biggest tax-saving bonanza in years 
for upper-income Americans. 

While the tax-cut package represents 
a bonanza to the very well off, families 
earning $20,000 to $30,000-this area 
down here, Mr. President--will have 
their tax cut by only $247 per year. 
Those earning $30,000 to $50,000 will get 
a tax cut of $569 a year. That is about 
$1.50 a day. 

Collectively, these families, shown in 
orange on the chart, represent 35 per
cent of all American families, but they 
will receive less than 15 percent of the 
benefits under this tax cut. 

The least affluent, 25 percent of 
American families, earning less than 
$20,000 a year, shown in red, Mr. Presi
dent, this thin column here, will re
ceive a tax cut of $20 to $90 a year. 

Now that we have a better under
standing of who is riding in the wagon, 
let us take a look at who is truly pull
ing the weight. The contract's tax cut 
package will cost $345 billion over 7 
years and $639 billion over 10 years. 
How is this going to be paid for? By 
some of the most draconian, in my 
view, cuts presented on the floor of this 
body. Medicare recipients who have a 
median income of $17,000 will pay an 
addi tiona! $3,200 in the next 7 years. 

I do not argue the fact that Medicare 
needs to be addressed, but we might be 
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more creative in solving that problem 
than using those dollars to pay for a 
tax cut, as I pointed out earlier, that 
goes to upper-income people. After dec
ades of hard work, the seniors face re
tirement years full of anxiety-all of us 
know it-and squeezed by medical bills. 
Medicare problems are a symptom of a 
larger problem. It did not create the 
problem. More than 12 million working 
families will have to pay higher taxes 
because of the Republican proposal to 
cut some $21 billion from the earned in
come tax credit, a program that Presi
dent Ronald Reagan called "one of the 
best programs we can possibly have to 
offer to the working poor in this coun
try." 

In Connecticut, these cuts will in
crease taxes on 87,000 working families 
by an average of $1,400 over 7 years. 
College students, Mr. President, will 
see the cost of a diploma rise by any
where from $2,000 to $5,000 as a result of 
cuts in the student loan interest sub
sidy and other programs. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, it is 
the height of hypocrisy to bemoan the 
fact that some Americans are riding in 
the wagon while others are pulling and 
then turn around and offer a massive 
tax cut and ask working families, stu
dents, and seniors to foot the bill for a 
tax break for the more affluent in our 
society. 

Mr. President, I just feel, here 
again-and I say this with all due re
spect to my colleagues that are propos
ing this-this is not a time for this 
kind of a tax cut here at all. We cannot 
afford it. Deficit reduction ought to be 
the name of the game. If we are going 
to have deficit reduction, if we are 
going to ask people to pay, then to 
offer 12 percent of the American popu
lation to become a beneficiary of 51 
percent of this break, it seems to me 
ill-advised and wrongheaded. 

My hope is that this amendment will 
be rejected and we will come together 
around a sound budget alternative. I 
thank my colleague from Nebraska. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would 

like to say to my dear colleague from 
Connecticut that that is a fine looking 
wagon. 

Mr. DODD. Not if you look on the in
side of it. 

Mr. GRAMM. It is beautiful both in
side and out. 

I would like to make a couple of sim
ple points. No. 1, our colleagues always 
get confused when we are talking about 
tax cuts. They are always thinking 
about welfare. So they cannot under
stand when we cut taxes that people 
who do not pay any taxes do not get a 
tax cut. Those people are already 
riding in the wagon. I did not see 40 
million people on welfare riding in that 
wagon. I did not see $350 billion taken 
away last year from working people to 
give to the people riding in the wagon. 

When our colleague says that some
one with a certain income level only 
got a $120 tax reduction, since the cred
it is $1,000 for a two-child family, that 
means they were only paying $120 in 
taxes. Tax cuts are for people who are 
paying taxes. In terms of all this busi
ness about rich people, I go back to my 
point: How can we be a country that 
loves jobs and hates the people that 
create them? The only way rich people 
will benefit from the capital gains tax 
rate is to invest money and be success
ful. If they invest money and they are 
successful and they do create jobs and 
the Federal Government takes a sub
stantial portion of what they earn, why 
should they not benefit? What is wrong 
with profits? Is America the only coun
try in the world as we are going into 
the 21st century where capitalism is a 
dirty word? 

This is something I do not under
stand. This is a different perspective on 
America than I have ever seen. Again, 
I think it does clearly define the vision 
that I am talking about versus the old 
and tired vision which has dominated 
American Government for 40 years. It 
is almost as if it is better to have peo
ple in misery as long . as we can rub 
everybody's nose in it, rather than try
ing to create incentives for economic 
growth. Redistributing wealth does not 
solve poverty. Creating wealth does 
solve it, and that is what the debate is 
about. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 4 

minutes to my colleague from Arkan
sas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished floor manager. 
Let me say, first of all, capitalism is 
not a dirty word. Crazy budgeting is 
what is crazy. It is not dirty, but it is 
crazy. Everybody in this body is always 
saying, "This is what the people want. 
They want term limits, and they want 
a constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget.'' 

Let me show you what 70 percent of 
the people in this country want. This 
chart shows . a USA Today poll which 
asks, "Do you prefer deficit reduction 
or tax cuts?" Seventy percent say that 
if we are going to cut spending, we 
should apply it toward deficit reduc
tion. That's almost three times the 
number of people who prefer tax cuts. 

So what are we doing here? We are 
thwarting the obvious will of the peo
ple. The amendment of the Senator 
from Texas reminds me of turning a 
child loose in a candy store. I cannot 
think of anything in this amendment 
that I would not love to vote for, ex
cept the very regressive part of the tax 
which rewards the rich and takes from 
the poor. The Senator's amendment 
has a new IRA, it has a deduction for 
caring for the elderly. It has all kinds 
of tax breaks that I would love to vote 
for. But Mr. President, we cannot af
ford this, and the people of this coun-

try do not believe it is possible to have 
these tax cuts and balance the budget, 
too. 

When I ride home on an airplane, I 
talk to the people around me, and they 
say, "Senator, the thing that troubles 
me about you Democrats is you engage 
in class warfare." I hear that very 
often. I suppose Rush Limbaugh has 
talked about it, otherwise, so many 
people would not be talking about it. 

But who is really engaging in class 
warfare here? Look at what the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas does. 
It gives a whopping $124 a year to peo
ple who make zero to $30,000 a year. 
That is a pizza every third Friday 
night. And when you take away the 
earned income tax credit, they pay a 
lot more. They not only do not get the 
$124, they wind up losing a substantial 
amount every year. But what about 
people who make over $200,000 a year? 
What kind of tax cut would they get 
out of this amendment? They would 
get a cut of $11,266. Why, Robin Hood 
would be whirling in his grave-taking 
from the poor to give to the rich. 

They say, '.'You Democrats talk too 
much about class warfare." If that is 
not class warfare, I do not know what 
is. 

Mr. President, the last time we had a 
balanced budget was when Lyndon 
Johnson dumped the Social Security 
trust fund into the budget. And since 
that time, we have had integrated 
budgets. Social Security has been 
counted. Otherwise, the deficit would 
have been much, much bigger. So what 
do we do under this budget? We are 
going to take $600 billion of Social Se
curity funds over the next 7 years to 
pretend to the American people that 
we have achieved a balanced budget. 
And the Senator from Texas comes 
with an amendment that will only cost 
$350 billion-talk about deja vu. I heard 
all of this in 1981, $3.5 trillion ago, how 
we can cut taxes and balance the budg
et. 

Mr. President, I di.vinely hope our 
colleagues will not accept this amend
ment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have one 
or two speakers scheduled to come. I 
will make a few comments before rec
ogmzmg those who indicated they 
would like to speak on this subject. 

Let me say that the debate has been 
very interesting and very challenging. 
I will simply say that I hope all Sen
ators will realize and recognize that 
this is a very key amendment that we 
must defeat if we are going to truly 
balance the budget and not try to fool 
the American people. 

Time and time again, it has been said 
that we cannot have a tax cut and bal
ance the budget, too. I reference once 
again the fact that I was hearing the 
same story on the floor of the Senate 
in the early 1980's when a massive tax 
cut was proposed at the same time the 
President of the United States was 
going to balance the budget in 4 years. 
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Now, I think the President of the 

United States at that time was just not 
well informed. I happen to think that 
the numbers simply will not add up. I 
think most realistic people will say, 
while it would be nice-this Senator 
and everyone on this side and certainly 
everyone on that side would like to 
have the opportunity to provide a tax 
cut-the overriding problem in Amer
ica today is the deficit. 

Certainly, this Senator would be the 
first one to join the bandwagon for a 
tax cut that was targeted at middle-in
come America. Certainly, the $500 cred
it for school-age children would be one 
that I would be attracted to. 

I have to say, as a fiscal conserv
ative, and I think no one can question 
that, as one who voted for the balanced 
budget amendment, the last big vote 
we had in the Senate with regard to 
who wants to get things done, I simply 
say that I believe the measure being of
fered by the Senator from Texas, which 
is an incorporation of Speaker GING
RICH's crown jewel of America, as far as 
the Contract With America is con
cerned, is simply unrealistic. I hope 
very much it will be defeated. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I won
der if the Senator will yield to me for 
a question. 

Mr. EXON. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I used 

this chart a while ago and the Senator 
from Texas did not yield for a question. 
This chart is page 7 of the budget reso
lution that is before the Senate. 

I ask the Senator from Nebraska if 
this is not accurate. I notice that the 
Senator from Texas says, "With this 
plan of ours, the budget is balanced. So 
now, we will go give tax cuts." Of 
course, tax cuts for the wealthy but, 
nonetheless, tax cuts. 

Page 7 of the budget resolution says 
"Deficits." On line 21, the year 2002, a 
$113 billion deficit remaining in the 
year 2002. 

Is it not true that this budget resolu
tion does not come to the floor saying 
we balanced the budget; it comes to the 
floor saying we have a $113 billion defi
cit in the year 2002? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I answer 
my colleague from North Dakota by 
saying he is absolutely correct. The 
figures that he cites are in the budget 
resolution. 

What I think the Senator from North 
Dakota fails to recognize is that the 
tooth fairy is going to take care of that 
deficit. With that explanation, I am 
sure that the Senator will be fully sat
isfied. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GRAMM. I guess one of the 

things that is always frustrating about 
political debate is that it is so seldom 
that we will really talk about the is
sues that are involved. So we have 
drifted far afield from those issues. 

I would like to go back and try to set 
them all in perspective. I am going to 

reserve my final moments to conclude 
the debate, and I will allow the Demo
crats to speak until their time has ex
pired. 

First of all, this is not a debate about 
balancing the budget versus cutting 
taxes. I am not proposing to cut taxes, 
except to the degree that spending is 
being cut beyond the level contained in 
the budget resolution. 

I am proposing, if we look at this 
chart, very simply to do this: The red 
line here starts off with the Federal 
Government spending roughly $1.5 tril
lion this year. It shows how much the 
Government can spend over the next 7 
years and still balance the unified 
budget of the United States of Amer
ica. 

What I am proposing is to cut spend
ing below that level so that rather 
than the Federal Government investing 
in the education of our children, fami
lies can invest in the education of our 
children; only the families will know 
the names of the children they are in
vesting in. Only the families will have 
a stake directly in those children. 

My proposal is to cut Government 
spending on things like Government 
subsidies to business, so we can cut the 
capital gains tax rate, so that we can 
provide incentives for investment deci
sions to be made by people who are 
going to benefit or lose in those invest
ment decisions, so that the market
place, based on competition and effi
ciency, can make investment decisions. 

With regard to the debate about the 
income level of the people paying the 
taxes, the point is if we give a $500 tax 
credit per child in America, if someone 
is not paying $500 worth of taxes, they 
do not get the tax credit. 

But then what we are trying to do is 
to deal with a problem that in 1950, the 
average family with two children was 
sending $1 out of every $50 it earned to 
Washington for the Congress to spend; 
today the average family in America 
with two children is sending $1 out of 
every $4 to Washington for the Con
gress to spend. I want to let families 
spend more of their own money on 
their own children for their own future. 
That is what this debate is about. 

If we ask people if they want to bal.:. 
ance the budget or cut taxes, they say 
balance the budget. I agree. If we ask 
do I want my children to be healthy or 
do I want them to go to college, I want 
them to be heal thy. When their health 
is secured, I then want them to go to 
college. I do not have only one objec
tive for my children. 

We have set out a budget that bal
ances the budget. What I am proposing 
to do is to cut Government spending 
further, eliminate the Federal Depart
ment of Education, reduce subsidies to 
business and cut taxes by that amount 
so that families can invest more of 
their own money rather than having 
Government spend their money for 
them, and cut the capital gains tax 

rate and let businesses invest their 
money as they see fit, rather than us 
subsidizing businesses to invest money 
where we would like it to be invested. 

That is what this debate is about. I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
6 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend and colleague, the 
ranking member of the Budget Com
mittee. 

I think we are getting down to where 
this debate is all going to be in the 
RECORD and the decisions will have 
been made. It focuses or centers around 
a couple of fairly narrow issues, as I 
see them. 

We can discuss forever whether there 
were tax cuts intended when the Budg
et Committee passed the resolution on 
the floor, or whether there were not; 
and at times, it was said in the slip of 
a tongue that, yes, they were for tax 
cuts; no, they were not for tax cuts be
cause the Finance Committee was 
going to be making its decision. It was 
just going to be kind of set aside, $170 
billion set aside that would be there to 
provide savings, but everybody knew it 
was there, but for the wink of an eye 
was reserved for tax cuts. 

Today we have heard a debate about 
the real thing. We have come face to 
face, finally, with what the issue is. 
The issue, very simply, is whether or 
not we are going to deprive people of 
programs that are essential; that is, to 
take care of those seniors who are 
beneficiaries of Medicare, to make sure 
that Medicaid has the funding so that 
in places like Newark, NJ, and 
throughout this country, hospitals that 
derive 60 percent, 70 percent, 80 percent 
of their income from Medicaid because 
they serve a poverty-stricken popu
lation will not have to close. 

We want to do that, as I hear the ar
gument today, so that we can take care 
of the tax cuts that benefit primarily 
those in the upper income levels. 

As a matter of fact, roughly, for 
every person earning $350,000 it is esti
mated by Treasury that there will be a 
$20,000 reduction in taxes. That is a 
pretty hefty present at the end of the 
year, $20,000, while they are asking sen
ior citizens who, on average, 75 percent 
of them, make $25,000 a year or less, 
who are totally dependent on $25,000 a 
year or less for their income and, on 
top of that, are having to supplement 
their Medicare Program with about 20 
percent of their income, or roughly 
$5,000, for that group that is at the 
$25,000 level. It does not leave much for 
ordinary living. And heaven forbid that 
a nursing home long-term care pro
gram is involved. That is the end of it. 

But we want to do that so we can 
take care of the tax cut, a tax cut pri
marily for those who are at the top of 
the income ladder. 
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The question resolves itself very 

much, whose side are you on? On this 
side of the aisle we are on the side of 
the working Americans, the people who 
are doing their darnedest to try to 
keep home and family together, to try 
to provide for the education of their 
children, to give them a hand up so 
when it is their turn to takeover fam
ily responsibilities and leadership in 
the country they are prepared to do it. 

An America falling behind competi
tively is not a sight that is pleasant to 
see. An America whose health, whose 
longevity is declining compared to 
other nations in the world is not a 
pleasant sight to see. An America who 
is 25th among nations in foreign aid 
-25th among the 25 most advanced na
tions in this world. They leave us be
hind. When there are not only impor
tant diplomatic objectives to be gained 
but important commercial objectives 
to be gained as well. 

We see what happens. We need border 
guards. We know the State of Texas 
likes to see more border guards to help 
curb illegal immigration. We need 
more FBI agents, as we have seen very 
recently. 

We have to change the way we deal 
with security issues. But, no, all of 
those things are put on hold so we can 
take care of a tax reduction for those 
who in many cases do not need it. 

Yes, when you get to the middle class 
Americans, when those who are in the 
level of income where they need all the 
help they can get, that is a worthwhile 
consideration. But for someone who is 
making $150,000 a year, $350,000 a year, 
or more? That is not necessary, in my 
view, when it comes to considering the 
price that is paid for it. 

The statement was made just a few 
minutes ago about whether we would 
like to see our children healthy or edu
cated? I could not agree more with 
what the Senator from Texas said. I 
would like to see the kids healthy first. 
But I also want my kids to be secure. I 
want them to know in the next century 
that instability within our society was 
not created by the elimination of some 
programs to give people job training, a 
decent education, an opportunity for 
full participation in our society. In
stead of pretending we are going to be 
able to shield off some of the problems 
that we have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The 6 minutes of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I close with the 
question very simply put on this chart, 
and that is: Whose side are we on? We 
here are on the side of the average 
American and our friends on the other 
side of the aisle want to take care of 
those who have enough, who have 
enough power, to give them an extra 
edge they do not need. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what is the 
remaining time on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska has 2 minutes and 
22 seconds. The Senator from Texas, 4 
minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Is the Senator from Texas 
ready to yield back his time? 

Mr. GRAMM. No, I am going to be 
the final speaker. I in tend to use my 
last 4 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, winding up 
the debate, I just want to reiterate, if 
I might, some very fundamental points 
that have been made over and over 
again. 

First, we have high hopes that this 
particular amendment that is univer
sally opposed on this side of the aisle is 
also substantially opposed on that side 
of the aisle and, therefore, this might 
well be the first victory that we have 
had in the whole series of debates on 
the budget, inside the Budget Commit
tee and on the floor of the Senate. 

I hope my optimism about this vote 
is not ill founded, because if the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas comes to pass and is agreed 
to by this body, I think it is going to 
cause such havoc that the conference 
with the House of Representatives 
would be essentially meaningless. If we 
pass this what I think is an ill-advised 
amendment, regardless of the fact that 
it passed in the House of Representa
tives, regardless of the fact that it is 
the so-called crown jewel of the Con
tract With America, regardless of the 
fact that I see no reasonable person 
could sit down and pencil out the fig
ures and come up with any conclusion 
that we could possibly balance the 
budget by the year 2002 then if we pro
ceed not to . vote down the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Texas, the 
House and the Senate in conference 
would be placed in a position to where 
I think it would be nearly impossible 
to work out anything that would be 
halfway reasonable. 

I think under those circumstances it 
would be a foregone conclusion that 
whatever system eventually passes 
through the authorization and through 
the appropriations process would be ve
toed by the President of the United 
States. 

This is the time for reason. This is 
the time for reality. Let us vote down 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if this 

amendment is adopted, both the House 
and the Senate will have adopted the 
tax cut in the Contract With America. 
We will have cut the growth in spend
ing sufficiently to balance the Federal 
budget and to let working men and 
women keep more of what they earn to 
invest in their future, to invest in their 
children, to invest in their businesses. 

If we reject this amendment we will 
have a budget in the Senate that 
spends $175 billion more on nondefense 
spending over the next 7 years than the 
House budget does, and by not reducing 
spending as much, we will not give a 
tax cut to working families, we will 
not cut the capital gains tax rate, we 
will not transfer spending authority 
back to parents. We will continue to 
take the position, as this budget does, 
that the Congress of the United States 
knows better how to spend $175 billion 
than parents would know how to spend 
it, if they got to keep it to invest in 
their own children; that we, by spend
ing $175 billion more than the House in 
this budget, believe we can do more to 
help the economy through Government 
subsidies than the private sector can 
do by cutting the capital gains tax rate 
and by having real investment in the 
private sector of the economy. 

A new day is dawning in the House of 
Representatives. They did something 
virtually unheard of in the modern era 
of American politics. They set out in 
black and white what they would do if 
we gave them a majority in the House 
of Representatives, as we did in the 
Senate, and then they did it. What we 
are doing here is fulfilling only half of 
our contract. 

Now, I know from having talked to 
enough of my colleagues that the fix is 
in, that there is talk about coming up 
with a compromise. There is discussion 
of cutting a deal so that we can go on 
in the Senate spending substantially 
more than the House is spending and 
yet we are going to act as if we are giv
ing a tax cut, possibly in some kind of 
temporary tax-cut proposal. 

I do not believe that is what Ameri
cans had in mind when for the first 
time in 40 years they gave us a major
ity in both Houses of Congress. 

I think they believe that we were 
going to change the way our Govern
ment does our business. This amend
ment gives us a very, very clear choice. 
If you support the Contract With 
America, if you want to control spend
ing so we can balance the budget and 
so that we can let working men and 
women keep more of what they earn to 
invest in their own children, in their 
own businesses, in their own future, 
then vote for this amendment and 
guarantee that the Contract With 
America will be embodied in the final 
budget we adopt. 

But if you want the Senate to be able 
to spend $175 billion more than the 
House budget, if you think we can 
spend money better than the people 
who earn it, then you want to vote no. 
I think that coming back later with 
some temporary tax cut, with some 
cut-a-deal proposal, undermines what 
we committed to the American people 
we would do, and I am opposed to it. I 
support this amendment, and I urge my 
colleagues to vote for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 
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All time on this amendment has ex-: 

pired. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un

derstand under the sequencing that the 
next amendment is Senator Exon's 
amendment, and I ask unanimous con
sent that time on the Exon amendment 
be limited to the following: 15 minutes 
under the control of Senator EXON, 5 
minutes under the control of Senator 
DOMENICI, and there be no second-de
gree amendments in order to the Exon 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. At this time I would like 

to yield for purposes of a statement on 
the budget to the Senator from Mon
tana for 10 minutes. And then we will 
proceed, if it is all right with the man
ager of the bill, with the Exon amend
ment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, let me just ask, if I 

could, we have made some commit
ments that after the Senator from Ne
braska we have a defense amendment. 
Then after that the Senator has told us 
Senator FEINGOLD--The Senator has 
no plan beyond that? 

Mr. EXON. No plan. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We would like very 

much to try to reduce the time. We are 
going to have Senator THURMOND re
duce the time to one-half hour and 
maybe we can start doing half hours or 
less regularly. But that will be the 
next one after this. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, with re

gard to the vote on the Gramm amend
ment, I ask unanimous consent that 
the vote in relation to the Gramm 
amendment occur in the stacked se
quence at a time to be announced by 
the two leaders and that no second-de
gree amendment be in order thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I should have made 
that request. I failed to, and I thank 
the Senator for making it for me in my 
behalf. 

Mr. EXON. I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss the Budget Resolution. 

PROTECTING THE AMERICAN DREAM 

The Budget Committee has given us 
a sound accountant's budget. It calls 
for the downsizing or elimination of 
many programs that have outlived 
their usefulness. It uses much more re
alistic assumptions than the House 
budget. 

It would put us on the path toward a 
balanced budget. That is a goal I 
strongly support. And I hope we will 
write it into the Constitution by pass
ing the balanced budget amendment. 

But, as we work to live more within 
our means, it is more important than 
ever that we set the right priorities. 

A budget is, after all, more than 
numbers and programs. It is people. It 
is middle class Americans working 
harder than ever just to make ends 
meet. It is middle class parents who 
scrimp and save in order to realize the 
dream of sending their kids to college. 

It is our senior&-that generation of 
Americans who worked so hard to build 
our economy while, at the same time, 
winning World War II and the cold war. 
They have earned a right to live with 
the independence and dignity that 
Medicare and Social Security help pro
vide. 

And it is our farmer&-the families 
who have worked so hard and so suc
cessfully to feed America and the en
tire world. 

For me, the ultimate test of any 
budget is how it affects these ordinary 
middle class Americans. Are they being 
treated fairly? And, if they work hard 
and play by the rules, will they share 
in the American dream of building a 
better life for themselves and for their 
children? 

At the outset, let me provide one ex
ample where I firmly believe this budg
et sets the wrong priorities. It proposes 
to cut just over $10 billion from the 
farm program. This will make Amer
ican agriculture less competitive in 
foreign markets and cause serious fi
nancial hardship for our farmers. 

At the same time, it recommends 
funding an even greater amount for the 
NASA space station-a scientific boon
doggle that has a long history of cost 
overruns. It is time to get our prior
ities .back down to Earth by eliminat
ing the space station and restoring 
funding for the farm program. 

While I believe there is room to make 
such commonsense changes to this 
budget, it contains a more fundamental 
flaw. While the very wealthy get a free 
ride-and maybe a big tax break
working families and the elderly are 
called upon to sacrifice. 

The commentator Kevin Phillip&-a 
Republican-recently pointed this out. 
Here is what Mr. Phillips had to say 
about this budget process: 

[This) legislation ... especially as put for
ward b.y the House of Representatives-has 
major overtones of special-interest favor
itism and income redistribution. Spending 
on government programs-from Medicare to 
home-heating oil assistance-is to be re
duced in ways that principally burden ... 
the middle-class while, simultaneously, 
taxes are to be cut in ways that predomi
nantly benefit the top one or two percent of 
Americans .... We should be talking about 
shared sacrifice. Instead, it's senior citizens 
. . . and ordinary Americans who will see 
programs they depend on gutted while busi-

ness, finance and the richest one or two per
cent-far from making sacrifices-actually 
get new benefits and tax reductions. 

Over the past 25 years, the rich in 
this country have gotten a lot richer. 
Back in 1969, the wealthiest 1 percent 
of Americans controlled about 20 per
cent of our national wealth. Yet today, 
this figure has skyrocketed to nearly 
40 percent. And that leaves a smaller 
piece of the pie-a smaller piece of the 
American dream-for the middle class. 

Wealth is no crime. We should en
courage risk taking and investment by 
business. But it is time for the most 
wealthy Americans to get out of the 
wagon and help the rest of u&-seniors, 
working families, farmers, and stu
dent&-pull it across the line to a bal
anced budget. 
MONTANANS ARE ALREADY PULLING THE WAGON 

And most Montanans are already 
doing all they can to pull this wagon. 

Montana is a great place to live. But 
it can be a tough place to make a liv
ing. The average Montana family 
works hard, but takes in less than 
$25,000 each year. 

That is not a lot of money to put food 
on the table, to pay the mortgage, to 
make the car payment, and to save for 
the kids' education. 

And, with each passing year, things 
get even tougher. Prices rise; but 
wages stay flat. Last year, for in
stance, working Montanans just barely 
kept pace with inflation. And, if you 
lived in a fast-growing community 
with skyrocketing housing price&
places like Missoula, Bozeman, Hamil
ton, or Kalispell-you almost certainly 
lost ground. 

It is every bit as difficult for most of 
our senior citizens. All too often, Mon
tana seniors living on fixed incomes 
just cannot make it. When you go into 
a fast-food restaurant or convenience 
store in Montana, you are just about as 
likely to be waited on by a senior citi
zen as you are by a teenager. 

It is not that Montanans are afraid of 
hard work. In good times and bad, we 
have always done what it takes to 
make ends meet and build a better life 
for our children. 

But we cannot do that when the Gov
ernment keeps reaching into our wal
lets and gives nothing back in return. 
And, when you get to the bottom line, 
that is what this budget means to most 
Montanans. It is a tax; a tax on our 
seniors; a tax on our property owners; 
a tax on our parents; a tax on our stu
dents; a tax on our consumers; and a 
tax on our working families: 

The cuts in Medicare are a back door 
tax on Montana seniors who will end 
up paying an additional $900 each year 
for health care. And, sadly, some sen
iors living on fixed incomes will be 
forced to rely on their children and 
grandchildren to make up the dif
ference. 

The cuts in education are a back door 
tax on Montana students, parents and 
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property owners. This budget would 
eliminate 33 percent of the Federal in
vestment in educating our children. 
Consequently, States and local school 
districts are bound to face the prospect 
of raising local property taxes in order 
to make up the difference. 

Beyond this, the proposed increased 
costs for the student loan program 
amount to nothing more than an in
creased tax on our students and par
ents working to send their kids to col
lege. For example, the costs of a $17,000 
undergraduate student loan are esti
mated to increase by almost $5,000 over 
the life of the loan. And it you are a 
teacher in a rural Montana school dis
trict making-let us say-just $17,000 a 
year. that translates in to a large 
chunk of your monthly paycheck just 
to pay off your student loan. 

And, finally, this budget includes an 
expensive surprise for electric rate
payers in eastern and central Montana. 
The proposed sale of the Western Area 
Power Administration [WAPA] will in
crease their electric bills, probably by 
about a third. And, ironically, WAPA is 
not subsidized. It is a program that 
protects ratepayers while also making 
money for the Government. 
FORGET POLITICS: USE A LITTLE COMMON SENSE 

Despite these flaws, I believe this 
budget could be salvaged. Many of the 
cuts it proposes make sense. All it 
would take is agreement--bipartisan 
agreement-to rethink our priorities 
and find a way to protect rural Amer
ica and restore funding to education 
and Medicare. 

If we put partisanship aside, we could 
get the job done. All it would take is a 
little common sense. 

First, let us bring our priorities down 
to Earth. Let us kill the space station 
and protect the family farmer. The 
costs are about the same. But the bene
fits of providing a stable supply of food 
and fiber for America and the world are 
far greater. 

This budget also sets aside $170 bil
lion to eventually provide tax relief
most of it probably going to the very 
wealthy. It is just common sense that 
we should use these funds to protect 
Medicare and education. If we did that, 
.this budget would be a good start; 
something I could work with. 

Unlike some in my political party, I 
do not believe we should spare just 
about every domestic program and 
take a meat ax to the defense budget. 
There must be real cuts in a broad 
range of Federal programs. 

Here are seven areas where we can 
make a good start: 

First on my list is foreign aid. I am 
sick and tired of seeing the United 
States pay more than its fair share to 
support wasteful organizations like the 
United Nations and the World Bank. It 
is high time we demand that other 
countries pay their fair share of the 
U.N. budget. Moreover, I was pleased to 
see that this budget calls for a signifi-

cant cut in funding for the U.S. Agency 
for International Development. 

Second, I am tired of seeing the Unit
ed States spend billions of dollars for 
the defense of countries like Korea and 
Japan. While those countries do all 
they can to keep our products out of 
their market. It is time that they 
share more in the burden of their own 
national defense. 

Third, I also agree with the Budget 
Committee's call to abolish the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. We 
do not need to spend an additional $60 
million on this agency when we already 
have the Defense, State, and Energy 
Departments to do the sa.me thing. It is 
time to get rid of it. 

And the same is true of a boondoggle 
called TV Marti, a wasteful Federal 
program that attempts to broadcast 
sitcom reruns to Cuba. 

Fifth, I was encouraged to see that 
the Budget Committee recommends 
the abolition of the Department of 
Commerce. This bureaucratic behe
moth-a mish-mash of agencies rang
ing from the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology to the Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service-has 
long lacked a clear mission. 

Let us move those Commerce pro
grams that are worth saving-like the 
Economic Development Administra
tion that just helped create over 700 
high-wage jobs in Butte-to other de
partments. And let us scrap the bu
reaucratic over head and the Com
merce programs that have outlived 
their usefulness. 

Sixth, I also believe the Budget Com
mittee missed another opportunity to 
clean house by abolishing a second 
Cabinet Department. There is no better 
example of a failed Great Society pro
gram than the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

HUD's history is one of scandal, 
waste, and failed housing projects; 
places where drug dealers and other 
criminals intimidate and prey upon 
women and children. I believe we can 
find ways, through block grants and 
tax incentives, to promote good, afford
able housing without HUD's expensive 
and too often failed bureaucracy. 

And seventh-last but certainly not 
least-welfare is another place we must 
make savings. I intend to work on the 
Finance Committee to bring the costs 
of this program down. And, just as im
portantly, we must restore the value of 
the American work ethic to our welfare 
program. I hope Democrats and Repub
lican can work together to make this 
happen. 

CONCLUSION 
In closing, we all need to make sac

rifices. We need to bring the budget 
into balance and give our children 
some relief from debt. 

I go home just about every weekend. 
And I hear it time and time again, 
Montanans are willing to do their part 
to bring down the deficit. In order to 

get this done, they are willing to make 
great sacrifices. 

They ask only one thing in return: 
fairness. They want to know that no 
one region or class of people is getting 
a free ride; that we are all pulling the 
wagon together toward a balanced 
budget. 

I wish that were the case with this 
budget resolution. But it is not. We can 
do better. We can be fair. We can set 
the right priorities. And we owe the 
people we represent nothing less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair and 
I thank the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1124 

(Purpose: To restore funding for seniors, edu
cation, agriculture, working families, vet
erans, and other Americans, using amounts 
set aside for a tax cut) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself and Senators LAUTENBERG, HAR
KIN, KENNEDY, MURRAY, BREAUX, 
DASCHLE, and DODD, and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Gramm amendment is 
temporarily set aside. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON), 

for himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
DASCHLE, and Mr. DODD, proposes an amend
ment numbered 1124. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, strike beginning with line 12 

through line 12 on page 77 and insert the fol
lowing: "budget, the appropriate budgetary 
allocations, aggregates, and levels shall be 
revised to reflect-

" (1) $100,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on medicare and medicaid ·of-

"(A) increased premiums; 
"(B) increased deductibles; 
"(C) increased copayments; 
"(D) limits on the freedom to select the 

doctor of one's choice; 
"(E) reduced quality of health care serv

ices caused by funding reductions for health 
care providers; 

"(F) reduced or eliminated benefits caused 
by restrictions on eligibility or services; 

"(G) closure of hospitals or nursing homes, 
or other harms to health care providers; or 

"(H) other costs to beneficiaries; 
"(2) $18,000,000,000 in budget authority and 

outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on discretionary spending on education 
and $12,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays for legislation that reduces the ad
verse efforts on direct spending for edu
cation; 

"(3) $10,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
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achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on direct spending within the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Agriculture; 

"(4) $17,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that restores the full current 
law earned income tax credit under section 
32 of of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

"(5) $3,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on programs for veterans; and 

"(6) $10,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
which shall be subject to allocation by the 
Committee on the Budget, by majority vote. 
The amounts provided by paragraphs (1) 
through (6) shall be proportionally adjusted 
based on any increase or decrease in the pro
jected allowance of $170,000,000,000. 

"(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE
GATES.-Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a) of this 
resolution, budgetary aggregates, and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction specified under subsection (d). 

"(c) CBO REVISED DEFICIT ESTIMATE.
After the enactment of legislation that com
plies with the reconciliation directives of 
section 6, the Congressional Budget Office 
shall provide the Chairman of the Commit
tee on the Budget of the Senate a revised es
timate of the deficit for fiscal years 1996 
through 2005. 

"(d) ADDITIONAL DEFICIT REDUCTION.-For 
purposes of this section, the term "addi
tional deficit reduction" means the amount 
by which the total deficit levels assumed in 
this resolution for a fiscal year exceed the 
revised deficit estimate provided pursuant to 
subsection (c) for such fiscal year for fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005. 

"(e) CBO CERTIFICATION AND CONTIN
GENCIES.-This section shall not apply un
less-

"(1) legislation has been enacted comply
ing with the reconciliation directives of sec
tion 6; 

"(2) the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office has provided the estimate re
quired by subsection (c); and 

"(3) the revisions made pursuant to this 
subsection do not cause a budget deficit for 
fiscal year 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2005. 
"SEC. 205. SCORING OF EMERGENCY LEGISLA

TION. 
"Notwithstanding section 606(d)(2) of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and begin
ning with fiscal year 1996, the determina
tions under sections 302, 303, and 311 of such 
Act shall take into account any new budget 
authority, new entitlement authority, out
lays, receipts, or deficit effects as a con
sequence of the prov1s1ons of section 
251(b)(2)(D) and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.". 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very concise; it is very 
clear. We have cut down the time to 15 
minutes on our side and 5 minutes for 
the opposition. 

Essentially, this amendment would 
take $160 billion from the $170 billion 
reserved in the Republican budget for 
tax cuts for the rich and redistribute 
$100 billion to Medicare and Medicaid; 
$30 billion to education; $17 billion to 
the earned income tax credit; $3 billion 
to Veterans Affairs; and $10 billion to 
agriculture. 

The largest part of this amendment 
has been offered in part or in total in 
previous amendments to alleviate the 
hit that we think is unfair on many of 
the programs as they were produced 
out of the Budget Committee. 

We have discussed at length the dis
tribution of taxes contained in the 
House Republican passed tax bill. It 
provides a $20,000 tax cut for taxpayers 
earning over $350,000. Fully 51 percent 
of the Republican tax cuts go to Ameri
cans with incomes over $100,000. 

We have to get our priorities back on 
track and that is what my amendment 
does. 

Let me walk my colleagues through 
the reasons for the redistribution of 
the $170 billion contingent fund. 

First is Medicare and Medicaid. My 
amendment restores $100 billion of the 
overall cut in Medicare and Medicaid is 
intended to reduce the adverse effects 
of increased premiums, deductibles and 
co-payments on beneficiaries. 

Most, if not all, of these add-backs 
would affect part B of the program and 
would not-! repeat-would not worsen 
the solvency of them trust fund. 

My amendment states that any add
backs will be structured in such a way 
to ensure that the fund remains sol
vent for the same time period attained 
through cuts made in this year's rec
onciliation bill. 

I am restoring these reductions in 
order to protect the 1 in 4 Medicare 
beneficiaries who rely on Social Secu
rity for their only source of income. 

Second is Medicaid. Two-thirds of all 
Medicaid dollars are spent on seniors 
and disabled people. This is the only 
program which pays for long-term care. 

Many middle-income people who de
velop disabling conditions-like Alz
heimer's or Parkinson's-end up spend
ing all of their incomes for care. They 
often have nowhere else to turn but 
Medicaid. 

Under the Republican budget, nearly 
1 million seniors and disabled people 
could lose their coverage. This amend
ment would add back funding to reduce 
the hit on that population. 

The funding in my amendment could 
also be used to reduce the cuts to chil
dren. 

Third, is education which would re
ceive $30 billion through this amend
ment. Over 500,000 graduate and profes
sional students currently receive sub
sidized loans. Nearly 50 percent of full
time, full-year students rely on the 
subsidized loans to pay for their edu
cation. 

Eliminating the in-school interest 
subsidy means graduate and profes-

sional students could have their total 
debt increase by $3,000 to $6,600 depend
ing on how long they are in school. The 
subsidy is critical for these students, 
most of whom are independent and 
going back to school to pursue higher 
learning that is critical to the future of 
our Nation. 

My amendment also helps restore 
some of the Republican budget cuts to 
the impact aid program. 

Impact aid is a critical program that 
provides funds to school districts that 
educate children of military personnel, 
children who live on Indian lands, and 
children who live in federally sub
sidized housing. 

For school districts with large areas 
of Federal property within their bound
aries, raising sufficient revenue to pro
vide for the education of these children 
is a daunting challenge. Federal land is 
exempt from local property taxes-the 
mainstay of local education finance-
causing a greater tax burden on the 
residents and owners of non-Federal 
land. 

In my own State of Nebraska, Belle
vue School District relies upon impact 
aid funding for almost 25 percent of its 
annual operating budget. Cuts in im
pact aid would be devastating to the 
quality of education for children of 
military personnel in Bellevue. My 
amendment softens the blow. 

Fourth is the EITC which would re
ceive $17 billion. The EITC helps keep 
working families off of welfare. It also 
assists middle-class families who have 
sudden losses of income. 

The Republican budget cut for the 
EITC is particularly cruel since real 
wage growth has been slow, and many 
people are having to take lower-wage 
jobs as a result of downsizing and re
structuring. 

Fifth, is veterans. My amendment 
adds $3 billion back to veterans pro
grams. 

This Republican budget is a sad trib
ute to America's men and women who 
have worn their country's uniform. 

Let us be clear, by funding the VA's 
medical system at the 1995 level for the 
next 7 years, the Republicans are dra
matically cutting access to health care 
services for veterans' across the coun
try. 

The Republican budget also increases 
veterans' contributions for GI bill edu
cation benefits. It increases the co-pay
ment for prescription drugs for higher
income vets. 

Finally is agriculture. Mandatory ag
riculture spending is already projected 
to decline by 17 percent over the budg
et resolution timeframe. The Repub
lican budget would cut an additional 20 
percent from these programs primarily 
CCC commodity programs. 

This amendment would ensure that 
farm programs make a fair contribu
tion to deficit reduction without dev
astating the entire farm economy and 
severely hampering the ability of the 
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Agriculture Committee to draft a 
workable farm program and a workable 
farm bill in the future. 

Finally, it would reduce the rec
onciled cut to the committee by $10 
billion and thus lessen the overall pro
jected cuts from farm commodity pro
grams from $12 billion to $2 billion. 

Finally, I would note that if the CBO 
scores this surplus differently, the 
numbers provided would be adjusted 
accordingly. 

The amendment does not allocate $10 
billion of the projected $170 billion tax 
cut now in the Republican budget. 

I intend to leave that amount open to 
be used to restore cuts in other pro
grams that may have been unfairly hit. 
Or, it could be used as a cushion to fur
ther reduce the deficit and help us 
reach a balanced budget. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Is the Senator fin
ished with his time? 

Mr. EXON. No, I have time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska has 51/2 minutes re
maining, and the Senator from New 
Mexico has 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Actually, I only 
want to use 2 minutes. If the Senator 
will let me do that in wrap-up, I will 
let him finish and I will use only 2 min
utes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I believe 
the arguments can be made pro and con 
and have been made pro and con on 
this amendment. Very simply in the 
time remaining-! will consider yield
ing back after making these closing 
statements. 

Once again, we are not attempting to 
change the date that we would balance 
the budget as prescribed in the Repub
lican budget, we are not adding to the 
deficit, we are not adding to the na
tional debt. We have been staying, as 
we have through all of these amend
ments-all of these amendments-with
in the parameters laid down, the over
all figures of the Budget Committee. 

What we are simply saying is that 
rather than provide a kitty, if you will, 
in the Senate budget, which is clearly 
earmarked for tax cuts and is so estab
lished by the chairman of the commit
tee in this resolution, an earmark of 
$170 billion dollars which could come, 
according to CBO, if we balance the 
budget by the year 2002, to simply take 
a portion of that $170 billion and, in
stead of cutting taxes, cut the hit on 
these programs that I have outlined. 
This amendment merely alleviates the 
substantial and unfair cuts in each and 
every one of them. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and may be in a position to yield back 
after the Senator has made his state
ment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mexico has 41/z minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me speak very 
briefly, after which when time has been 
used up on the amendment, Senators 
should know that I plan to raise a 
point of order. 

Mr. President, what we have now is, 
as I view this, we have the budget reso
lution produced by the gallant 12 budg
eteers from the Republican side. We 
have a budget resolution that gets to 
balance. In that, we decide that many 
programs have to be reformed, 
changed, some eliminated, but we say 
we are going to stop spending in the 
red. We are not going to charge our 
children with our bills any longer. In 
2002, we stop that. 

Now it just so happens, Mr. Presi
dent, I say to fellow Senators, that in 
2002, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, according to their 
economists and other economists, that 
essentially when you put down a bal
anced budget and you make it enforce
able and you pass a whole batch of laws 
that change current entitlements so 
less is spent and they certify that for 
you and say you have a balanced budg
et, there is a dividend-the dividend 
could be in the neighporhood of $170 
billion-an economic dividend for doing 
what is right. 

What is right? What is right is to get 
in balance by the year 2002. So by doing 
what is right, the Republicans on the 
Budget Committee, and Republicans 
and hopefully some Democrats, when 
they vote for this budget resolution, 
have earned something for the Amer
ican people. What have they earned? 
They have earned reduced long-term 
interest rates for starters-very signifi
cant for homeowners, auto buyers, for 
everyone, including business people 
and mothers and fathers sitting around 
talking about student loans. If they are 
affluent enough to pay their own stu
dent loans, there is less interest on 
those loans. That is what we get from 
that side. 

Indeed, there is a bonus of $170 billion 
that is kind of a surplus sitting there. 
We are now in the black and we have 
this surplus. What the Republicans say 
at this point in time is that we should 
transfer that $170 billion from a reserve 
fund to the tax writing committee and 
say to them, give the American people 
a modest dividend by cutting some 
taxes. Now, not rich people, not $300,000 
earners. We have said in this budget 
resolution that it will go-90 percent
to middle-income Americans. That is 
the Senate's position if they adopt 
ours. 

Let me say that, in a nutshell, Sen
ator ExoN would then say instead of 
doing that with that $170 billion, let us 
spend it. So we have a balanced budget 
and my good friend from Nebraska 
says, now, spend $100 billion of it on 
Medicare, spend $30 billion on edu
cation, spend $10 billion on agriculture, 

spend it on et cetera, et cetera. We 
hardly get to balance and we hardly 
get the dividend for Americans that 
they are entitled to, because most of 
them say, "Give us a balanced budget." 
They are entitled to a bonus when we 
do what they have been telling us to 
do. So we say leave it there for a pos
sible tax cut for Americans. 

Senator EXON would say for all of 
these good things, let us spend it, and 
all of a sudden we start spending again 
after we got in balance, and we add $170 
billion in spending. 

The purposes are good. Senators pick 
some very, very interesting programs 
that Americans are interested in but 
everybody is worried about. He says, 
use the dividend for them. We have ex
plained them in detail. We believe we 
are going to make the Medicare trust 
fund solvent. We believe education is 
not going to get harmed under our as
sumptions. We believe we have been 
fair to agriculture, and on down the 
line. 

So I do not believe we ought to adopt 
the amendment. It is out of order 
under the Budget Act. When my time 
comes, I will so move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time . 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. How much time do I have 

remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 31/z minutes. 
Mr. EXON. I will be very brief. I sim

ply want to say that I have listened 
once again to my good friend and col
league from the State of New Mexico, 
my chairman. We do not happen to 
agree on this matter, but we happen to 
agree on many, many things. Time and 
time again, I have heard that those of 
us who realize that these programs are 
taking a considerable hit are being ac
cused of being spenders if we do not try 
to alleviate some of the unfairness that 
I see in the Republican budget. 

When this debate first started, I com
plimented my talented friend from New 
Mexico for the courageous job he has 
done. Time and time again, I have said 
that we in the amendments that we of
fered in the committee, and the amend
ments we have offered on the floor, 
have not done anything to reach the 
goal that the Senator from New Mexico 
is espousing. We are simply asking, do 
we honestly feel that we should make 
some changes in the approaches on cer
tain programs? I do not believe it is 
fair to say, nor do I think the Amer
ican people are particularly concerned 
because their main worry is balancing 
the budget and keeping it balanced and 
to quit borrowing more money, which 
is crippling America with the interest 
we are paying on that borrowing. Suf
fice to say that we really believe that 
we can work with the Republicans, 
with Senator DOMENICI, if they would 
just listen to some of our pleas. 
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I really think that the people of 

America would be most satisfied if we 
realistically face the challenge that we 
have to balance the budget and reduce 
the deficit. That is primarily the only 
thing that most of them are looking 
for. With that, I yield the remainder of 
my time and urge support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 30 seconds off the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it 
would be interesting to search the 
souls and hearts and minds of those on 
that side of the aisle to see, if this 
amendment were adopted, if they 
would vote for this budget resolution. 
It is most interesting. Take the divi
dend created through all of this hard 
work, tell us now here is how we would 
like it spent, then prevail on that and 
watch the budget go down in flames, 
because clearly we would not get very 
much support from that side of the 
aisle. We might get Senator EXON, but 
I will not even ask him. 

Mr. EXON. If the s ·enator will 
yield--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has yielded himself 30 seconds. 

Mr. EXON. Off of my time. The Sen
ator has made an interesting propo
sition. I would say to him that with all 
of the reservations that I have, if he 
will accept this amendment, he will at 
least get one vote on this side and, I 
think, considerably more. That may be 
a partial answer to his question, and I 
am acting in very good faith. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I agree. We may get 
one. 

Mr. DASCiil.JE. Mr. President, the 
Exon-Daschle amendment would reor
der and re-balance the spending prior
i ties in this proposed budget. 

Specifically, the amendment would 
shift funding from a proposed tax cut 
for the wealthiest Americans to several 
key programs upon which our national 
interests depend. The Exon amendment 
would restore $100 billion to Medicare, 
$30 billion to education, $17 billion to 
the earned income tax credit, $3 billion 
to veterans' programs, and $10 billion 
to agricultural programs. The amend
ment would also exclude the proposed 
sale of the country's power marketing 
administrations, including the Western 
Area Power Administration, from the 
budget. All of these are important pri
orities for our Nation and, especially, 
for rural America. 

This amendment, like the amend
ments we offered yesterday, are com
pletely paid for. It does not add one 
penny to the deficit. 

Yesterday I spoke of the importance 
of the restoration of Medicare funding, 
and, earlier today, I referred to the im
portance of the earned income tax 
credit. So, today, I will focus on the 
other elements of this amendment. 

First, the amendment would restore 
$30 billion in education funds. The un-
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derlying budget resolution proposes to 
balance the budget at the expense of 
educating our youth. That is unaccept
able. It is myopic, and it is a false 
economy. The next generation cannot 
afford to be shortchanged in this man
ner. Educational investments are one 
of the best investments this country 
can make, especially as our youth pre
pare for the 21st century. 

This amendment, which provides $30 
billion to restore funding for critical 
education programs, will help young 
Americans and their families by restor
ing funding in student loans and edu
cation programs. 

The $30 billion restores funding for 
the student loan in-school interest sub
sidy and other critical programs such 
as title 1, Pell grants, impact aid, spe
cial education, and safe and drug-free 
schools. 

Impact Aid is especially important to 
South Dakota. Last year the program 
received a $70 million reduction in fis
cal year 1995 funding. Further reduc
tions are intolerable. These funds
which represent the money the Federal 
Government is obligated to pay to re
imburse local school districts for Fed
eral displacement of the local tax 
base-are absolutely critical to over 50 
schools in my State, and hundreds of 
schools throughout the country, that 
depend on Impact Aid to meet our chil
dren's basic educational needs. 

The Impact Aid program provides 
critical dollars to over 50 schools in 
South Dakota. These payments are not 
a Government subsidy. Quite simply, 
their purpose is to compensate school 
districts for the loss of taxable revenue 
from what once was local taxable land. 
The message in the continued trend of 
decreased funding is that Congress has 
decided we do not need to uphold our . 
obligation to the school districts that 
rely so greatly on these funds. 

In the McLaughlin school district in 
South Dakota the Impact Aid funds 
represent approximately 37 percent of 
the school's budget; in the Lake Andes 
school district, 20 to 25 percent of their 
budget comes from Impact Aid monies; 
30 percent of the Dupree school's gen
eral fund revenue budget is generated 
by Impact Aid funds; in Smee, South 
Dakota, if Impact Aids funds continue 
to dwindle, they will be unable to oper
ate; in Pollock, South Dakota, they 
would have to close their doors if this 
funding is eliminated. 

The list goes on and on, Mr. Presi
dent. This means that teacher pay, 
books, facilities, desks, buses-every
thing it takes to run a school-is de
pendent on whether this Congress lives 
up to the commitment that was made 
to these schools when the lands in 
their districts were taken. 

I simply ask this question of my col
leagues. Is it fair to eliminate a pro
gram that was designed to help allevi
ate a very clear Federal burden that 
was imposed on certain local commu-

nities and school districts because the 
Federal Government decided to acquire 
land in their particular district? The 
answer is no. This is a Federal respon
sibility, not a Federal subsidy. 

The Exon-Daschle amendment would 
also restore $3 billion in funding for 
veterans' programs, including veterans' 
health care. In light of the budget's 
proposed Medicare cuts, the cuts in VA 
funding are especially egregious, for re
duced Medicare funding will undoubt
edly lead to increased pressure on, and 
a shift in costs to, the VA health care 
system. As my colleagues know, the 
VA health care system is an already 
overburdened and underfunded one, so I 
fail to understand how the majority 
justifies this proposal. 

The $3 billion in this amendment 
would ease some of that pressure and 
help us ensure that our fundamental 
commitment to the men and women 
who have served this Nation is ful
filled. To do otherwise sends exactly 
the wrong message to veterans and the 
men and women who currently serve in 
the Armed Forces. 

While Senator EXON and I will talk 
more about the budget resolution's 
treatment of agriculture tomorrow, 
when we will offer an amendment tore
store some of the agricultural funding 
cut in the Republican budget, I want to 
take a moment to speak on that issue 
today. This amendment would restore 
$10 billion of the agricultural funding 
cut in the budget proposal. 

The amendment directs the funding 
where it is most needed-to farmers 
who struggle each year to stay on the 
farm, to keep producing America's food 
and fiber supply, and to families who 
strike a rough patch when there is job 
loss or other bad luck, people trying to 
put food on the table and keep their 
families together. 

The Republican budget, on the other 
hand, raids rural America to aid the 
comfortable. The Republican b~dget 
proposal would cut $45.9 billion out of 
the Agriculture Department over the 
next 7 years. That is likely to translate 
to around $12 billion in direct cuts to 
farm programs. It is a 20-percent cut in 
farm spending. It will contribute to the 
further deterioration of the economic 
and social fabric of rural America. No 
other sector of American life is being 
asked to absorb such a hit. We can not 
have a prosperous urban America 
riding on the back of an impoverished 
farm America. Yet that is what Repub
lican budget cuts will provide. 

Farmers in South Dakota would see a 
devastating decline in their income of 
over $57 million. Other rural States 
will suffer similar pain. This budget is 
short-sighted for rural America and 
self-interested for the best-off. It is not 
a balanced, fair proposal. It is not a 
budget that sustains the American tra
dition of building a strong farm sector, 
a tradition that has enjoyed bipartisan 
support until this Republican majority. 
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Finally, this amendment would pre

vent the budget resolution from count
ing the sale of the power marketing ad
ministrations and other assets toward 
deficit reduction. This would remove 
the incentive to sell the Power Market
ing Administrations [PMAs] in order to 
balance the budget, and would help en
sure that decision is made on the basis 
of what would be the best policy for the 
United States. Since the sale of PMA's 
makes no economic sense, this amend
ment would substantially hinder their 
sale. 

I have been concerned because the 
Clinton administration has announced 
plans to sell three of the five PMA's, 
including the Western Area Power Ad
ministration [W APA], which markets 
power from the main stem dams on the 
Missouri River to South Dakota utili
ties and cooperatives. The administra
tion has stated it intends to sell WAPA 
in 1998. 

Despite the fact that the administra
tion stated in the budget that "the pro
posal will provide customer protection 
from significant rate increases," I am 
deeply concerned that if this plan is ap
proved by Congress and goes forward, 
then significant rate increases will be 
inevitable, affecting consumers and the 
overall economies of rural states such 
as South Dakota. 

The PMA's are an example of a Gov
ernment program that works well. 
South Dakota, the Western Area Power 
Administration, which markets power 
from the main stem dams along the 
Missouri River, has ensured a consist
ent and affordable supply of elec
tricity. The program is being run on a 
sound financial basis, as it recovers all 
expenses relating to its annual oper
ation and the initial construction ex
penses, with interest. By providing 
low-cost power, the PMA's have sub
stantially assisted in the economic de
velopment of many States. 

Any one-time savings from the sale 
of W AP A would be offset by long term 
revenue losses. The administration and 
the Republicans expect a one-time 
budget savings from the sale, that over 
the long-run, will not save the Federal 
Government any money at all. Since 
the operational and capital costs of the 
program are more than paid back cur
rently, the sale simply allows the Fed
eral Government to collect the debt 
faster. But since the debt is being paid 
back with interest now, there is no 
long-term financial benefit to the Gov
ernment. Long-term revenue losses 
from the sale offset the near-term reve
nue gains. 

Some claim that the power market
ing administrations can be sold with
out causing substantial rate increases. 
In reality, today's rates are set at the 
lowest possible level, while still ensur
ing that the debt is paid off. If the 
power marketing administrations are 
sold, then it is likely that rates will in
crease substantially. Those who buy 

the PMA's will attempt to maximize 
the return on their investment. And 
electric rates for existing Federal 
power customers will rise as a result. 
Some predict rate increases as much as 
300 percent for some communities. 

This sale will not only affect the 
economy of South Dakota or a few 
western States. Power marketing ad
ministrations sell power in 34 States 
across the country. I would ask all of 
my colleagues from these States to 
consider the impact of the sale of 
PMA 's before they cast their vote. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, we need 
to reduce the deficit. No one argues 
that point. This amendment restores 
essential funding-upholding our obli
gation to rural America, children, and 
the elderly-and is completely offset 
with the reserve fund set aside by the 
GOP to pay for tax breaks for the 
wealthy. Again, the amendment does 
not contribute one penny to the deficit. 

I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The pending amend
ment is not germane to the provisions 
of the budget resolution pursuant to 
section 305(b)(2) of the Budget Act. I 
raise a point of order against the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive 
section 305 of the act for the purpose of 
the pending Exon amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent that this amendment also be 
stacked.pursuant to the previous order, 
subject to leadership control on when 
we vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. Can I inquire of my friend 
at this time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. We have stacked a series 

of votes now. I do not believe we have 
indicated when we might start our vot
ing so that everybody would be prop
erly advised. Are we going to start vot
ing in an hour, 2 hours, 3 hours? Could 
the Senator give us some information 
on that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is a very good 
question. I thank the Senator. We are, 
hopefully, going to get through with 
the Thurmond-McCain amendment, 
which is next, and then we will start 
voting about 4 p.m. That is the best I 
can give you at this point. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand Senator 
THURMOND is next. I yield to him to 
offer his amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1125 

(Purpose: To restore adequate defense budget 
levels and to provide for offsetting reduc
tions from nondefense discretionary spend
ing and nondefense spending in the defense 
budget) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THuRMOND], for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. WARNER, Mr. COATS, Mr. 
lNHOFE, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. COHEN and Mr. SANTORUM, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1125. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 11. line 7, increase the amount by 

$9,600,000,000. 
On page 11, line 8, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 11, line 14, increase the amount by 

$15,900,000,000. 
On page 11, line 15, increase the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 11, line 21, increase the amount by 

$17,700,000,000. 
On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by 

$10,800,000,000. 
On page 12, line 3, increase the amount by 

$15,100,000,000. 
On page 12. line 4, increase the amount by 

$11,700,000,000. 
On page 12, line 10, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 12, line 11. increase the amount by 

$11,500,000,000. 
On page 12, line 17, increase the amount by 

$11,400,000,000. 
On page 12, line 18, increase the amount by 

$11,600,000,000. 
On page 12, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 12, line 25, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 54, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$9,600,000,000. 
On page 54, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 55, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$15,900,000,000. 
On page 55, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 55, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$17,700,000,000. 
On page '55, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$10,800,000,000. 
On page 55, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$15,100,000,000. 
On page 55, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$11,700,000,000. 
On page 55, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 55, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$11,500,000,000. 
On page 56, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$11,400,000,000. 
On page 56, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$11,600,000,000. 
On page 56, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 56, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000.000 0 

On page 65, line 14, increase the amount by 
$9,600,000,000. 
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On page 65, line 15, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 65, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$9,600,000,000. 
On page 65, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 65, line 21, increase the amount by 

$15,900,000,000. 
On page 65, line 22, increase the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 65, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$15,900,000,000. 
On page 65, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 66, line 3, increase the amount by 

$17,700,000,000. 
On page 66, line 4, increase the amount by 

$10,800,000,000. 
On page 66, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$17,700,000,000. 
On page 66, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$10,800,000,000. 
On page 66, line 10, increase the amount by 

$15,100,000,000. 
On page 66, line 11, increase the amount by 

$11,700,000,000. 
On page 66, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$15,100,000,000. 
On page 66, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$11,700,000,000. 
On page 66, line 17, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 66, line 18, increase the amount by 

$11,500,000,000. 
On page 66, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 66, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$11,500,000,000. 
On page 66, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11,400,000,000. 
On page 66, line 25, increase the amount by 

$11,600,000,000. 
On page 67, line , decrease the amount by 

$11,400,000,000. 
On page 67, line , decrease the amount by 

$11,600,000,000. 
On page 67, line 6, increase the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 67, line 7, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 67, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$11,300,000,000. 
On page 67, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$10,600,000,000. 
On page 68, after line 12, add the following 

new paragraph: 
(3) It is the sense of the Senate that the 

Senate should waive all points of order that 
would preclude increasing non-defense spend
ing in any one fiscal year by up to $2 billion 
and, at the same time, decreasing defense 
spending in any one fiscal year by up to $2 
billion, from the levels of discretionary 
spending in this section. It is further the 
sense of the Senate that defense spending 
may not be reduced by more than a total of 
$10 billion and non-defense spending may not 
be increased by more than a total of $10 bil
lion over the seven years of the resolution, 
from the levels of discretionary spending' in 
this section. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
have been asked "What do Americans 
expect of their Armed Force?" I believe 
Americans expect a capable and ready 
force, ready to meet our Nation's secu
rity needs, able to safeguard our na
tional interest and maintain our posi
tion as a world leader. The budget reso
lution from the Senator from New Mex
ico was a good effort. It required many 
hard decisions. The problem remains 
that the planned defense budget, as of-

fered in the budget resolution, does not 
meet the needs of our Armed Forces or 
give us the ability to meet our global 
commitments. 

We live in a dangerous world. It is 
our responsibility not to repeat history 
and drastically reduce defense. This 
path will leave our forces in a dan
gerously unprepared state, and we will 
pay the price in the future. The inter
national environment requires the 
United States to maintain a strong de
fense to deter aggression and maintain 
our vital interests. The Armed Services 
Committee has already received indica
tions that the Defense Department is 
planning further end strength reduc
tions to pay for needed modernization. 
The Bottom-Up Review described a 
minimum force, said to be necessary to 
support our military strategy. This re
view was not based on strategy. Force 
structure levels were too low, and the 
required modernization was mortgaged. 

Over the last year, the Armed Serv
ices Committee has continued to hear 
testimony concerning present and fu
ture readiness problems. Lack of funds 
is placing combat readiness in danger. 
The ability of our commanders in the 
field to maintain their forces is being 
jeopardized by an underfunded pro
gram. GAO and other sources have esti
mated shortfalls in defense to range 
from $20 billion to $150 billion over the 
next 6 years. Defense spending has been 
reduced every year since 1985, and as a 
percentage of gross domestic product is 
at pre-World War II levels. Moderniza
tion and procurement accounts remain 
at 50-year lows as modernization 
projects are continually pushed farther 
into the future or canceled all to
gether. This is a trend that cannot con
tinue. The defense budget, in the budg
et resolution, simply does not provide 
the minimum resources necessary to 
sustain our force or meet the Depart
ment's pressing needs. 

At the same time, requirements for 
our service men and women have not 
decreased. Instead, contingency oper
ations and other deployments have in
creased requirements for American 
forces, placing greater stress on our 
service members, family members, and 
their equipment. These deployments 
have a price and are taking a toll on 
our force readiness. We must support 
our forces and not cripple our Nation's 
defense. 

Our responsibility is to ensure that 
the bill for these funding shortfalls is 
not paid for by the sacrifice of men and 
·women 1n our Armed Forces. These 
young Americans have been asked to 
live without proper housing and bar
racks, to make do with constrained 
training, and do without new systems 
and technology, because we cannot af
ford it. Quality-of-life programs have 
been ignored to support increasing op
erating tempos. Benefits are contin
ually under review for further reduc
tions. We should expect increasing re-

cruiting and retention problems, if we 
do not support these young Americans 
who are serving our Nation. 

I am strongly in favor of cutting Fed
eral spending and reducing the deficit, 
but we must meet our national secu
rity needs. The first responsibility of 
government is to provide for its de
fense. This amendment reverses a dan
gerous trend and provides for that com
mitment. It does not increase the defi
cit in Senator DOMENICI's budget reso
lution. The amendment improves the 
balance between current and future 
readiness. We provide for an adequate 
quality of life for service members and 
their families. We can take care of 
shortfalls in important new systems 
such as national and theater missile 
defense systems. We must not allow 
our Nation's defense needs to be de
cided by purely fiscal considerations. If 
we do, then sooner than we may real
ize, a bill is going to come due. Hope
fully, that bill will not be paid with the 
lives of our service men and women, 
and great harm to the Nation. 

Mr. President, how much time is re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina has 
consumed 5 of the 7 minutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I re
serve the remaining 2 minutes. 

I yield to the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. McCAIN. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my distin
guished leader and chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
THURMOND, and I also want to thank 
my colleague from Texas, Senator 
HUTCHISON, for their leadership, espe
cially Senator THURMOND's leadership, 
on this very important amendment. 

Mr. President, I am sorry we are 
short of time. This amendment de
serves a great deal more consideration 
if Members believe, as I do, that the 
first priority of any government is to 
preserve the security of its citizens. 

Senator THURMOND has described the 
amendment. I would just like to re
mind my colleagues for 2 years, Repub
licans have charged that the adminis
tration has failed to maintain a defense 
adequate to confront the myriad chal
lenges we face in this period of insta
bility. Now it is our responsibility to 
correct that failing. 

I am disappointed that the budget 
resolution submitted to this body by 
Republicans is the Clinton numbers, 
the same numbers that we attacked so 
vociferously for 2 years. 

Mr. President, no decade in this cen
tury began more auspiciously than the 
1990's. That gross impediment to 
human liberty, the Berlin Wall, was 
breached by the stronger forces of 
human yearning. The central security 
problem of our time, the possible clash 
of East and West on the plains of Ger
many, was resolved by the dissolution 
of the Warsaw Pact, the reunification 
of Germany, and the collapse of the So
viet Union. 
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The euphoria that accompanied these 

events anticipated the imminent arriv
al of a new world order of independent 
democracies engaged only in peaceful 
commercial competition with one an
other. 

The resurrection of ancient conflicts 
and hideous barbarism in the Balkans; 
the reappearance of other incidents of 
irrational nationalism that had been 
sublimated by the cold war; the haunt
ing familiarity of Zhirinovsky's odious 
appeal to perverse patriotism; the ac
celerating proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction; and the waging of 
over 50 conflicts around the world have 
dimmed our hopes for a more just and 
tranquil world, and reminded Members 
that we have interests and values that 
are still at risk in this promising but 
uncertain world. 

The world is still a very dangerous 
place. American vigilance and struggle 
are required now more than ever. There 
are numerous potential threats to our 
national security in the world today: 

In North Korea, one of the world's re
mammg Communist dictatorships 
seeks to acquire nuclear weapons, and 
this administration has failed to exer
cise the decisive leadership necessary 
to halt, once and for all, the threat of 
nuclear warfare on the Korean Penin
sula. 

In Asia, China has laid claim to the 
entire South China Sea and enhanced 
its claim with a massive buildup of its 
armed forces, including the acquisition 
of new submarines, marine forces, and 
aircraft carriers. 

In the Middle East, Iran poses a seri
ous threat to the security of the region 
with their own efforts to acquire nu
clear weapons, their longstanding sup
port of terrorist movements, and their 
aggressive military buildup in the 
Straits of Hormuz. 

Iraq remains a potential trouble spot 
as Saddam Hussein maintains a stran
glehold on political and economic 
power in that state. 

Russia's involvement in its near 
abroad, the ongoing horrible conflict in 
Chechnya, and its advocacy of changes 
in stable arms control agreements 
causes serious concerns. 

Ethnic conflicts continue to rage 
from Sri Lanka to Rwanda. 

And in Bosnia, United States mili
tary personnel may soon be sent in 
harm's way to assist in extracting 
international forces from the failed 
U.N. peacekeeping effort in that state. 

These and many other examples of 
instability in the world today make it 
imperative that we support an ade
quate national defense posture in this 
Nation. 

Mr. President, the defense budget has 
declined 35 percent in real terms be
tween 1985 and 1994. President Clinton 
promised in his State of the Union Ad
dress in January of 1994, "* * * we 
must not cut defense further." Yet, his 
fiscal year 1996 defense budget submis-

sion cuts defense for 4 more years, to
taling another 10 percent decline by 
1999. 

Mr. President, what we are faced 
with is a Hobson's choice. We are 
spending money to maintain a ready 
force. That money is well spent, and we 
still have the finest and highest qual
ity men and women this Nation can re
cruit and maintain in our Armed 
Forces. However, in exchange for that, 
we are sacrificing totally, the mod
ernization of our force. 

In 1985, we procured 325 tactical air
craft; in 1996, we will procure 289. In 
1985, we procured 80,000 missiles; in 1995 
we procured 3,000. In tanks, in 1985, we 
procured 2,680 tanks and other vehicles; 
in 1995, 34 tanks and vehicles. Ships, in 
1985, we procured 34; in 1996, we will 
procure 3. 

Mr. President, we cannot-we can
not-maintain the capability that won 
the Persian Gulf with the kind of lack 
of modernization that is part and par
cel of this proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona had 5 minutes, and 
has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I, not 
unlike other Members of this body, am 
a student of history. I am certainly a 
confirmed believer in the old adage 
that those who ignore the lessons of 
history are doomed to repeat them. 

In 1917 the United States of America 
was not prepared to go to war. In 1941, 
on December 7, America was not pre
pared to go to war. In June of 1950, 
when North Korea attacked across the 
38th parallel, the United States was 
not prepared to go to war. In the 1970's, 
when we had a hollow Army, the Unit
ed States was not prepared. 

We must understand that what we 
are doing here is mortgaging the blood 
and treasure of America by adopting a 
proposal which cannot meet our na
tional security requirements and 
needs. It is an enormous responsibility 
of this body, to assume a responsibility 
in contravention to the knowledge, 
wisdom and advice of our military 
leaders and all objective observers, and 
that is that we cannot modernize our 
forces so victory, if conflict comes, can 
only be purchased through enormous 
expenditure of treasure, and far more 
important than that, American blood. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. I will use it at the end 
of the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does 
Senator THURMOND or McCAIN have re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 27 minutes and 45 seconds re
maining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am in control, 
technically, of the time in opposition. 
But, frankly, I want to give that oppo
sition time to the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska for his side. They 

are going to have the time in opposi
tion, not the Senator from New Mex
ico. 

But I will reserve, now, before I give 
that over-! will keep 10 minutes for 
myself and Senator LOTT. He, I under
stand, will not be able to fit in, in the 
time allotted. I will arrange to give 
him that time, not in opposition but in 
favor. Is that correct? 

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield 3 minutes to 

Senator WARNER. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, over 

the past several days, I have listened 
closely to the debate over this budget 
resolution which, I believe, has the po
tential to set our Nation on the road to 
fiscal responsibility. I want to com
mend the Senator from New Mexico, 
Senator DOMENICI, for his courageous 
proposal which will balance the Fed
eral budget by the year 2002. I support 
what he and the other Republicans on 
the Budget Committee intend to do 
with this budget resolution-eliminate 
the Federal deficit and relieve the 
enormous burden of debt that we are 
currently loading on the backs of our 
children and grandchildren. However, I 
take exception with the spending levels 
for defense included within the budget 
resolution before the Senate. 

Mr. President, I am concerned about 
the security of our Nation and the 
risks we face in a world that-despite 
the demise of the cold war-remains a 
very dangerous and unpredictable 
place. As we speak, our Armed Forces 
are preparing for the possibility of a 
mission to assist in the withdrawal of 
U.N. forces from the former Yugo
slavia. Whether or not you believe that 
we should put U.S. forces at risk to 
carry out this mission, I am certain 
that every Senator in this Chamber 
would support funding to ensure that 
our forces are trained and equipped to 
facilitate the rapid accomplishment of 
this mission with minimal risk to the 
lives of U.S. military personnel. We 
learned in Operation Desert Storm that 
well-trained troops equipped with mod
ern weapons and equipment suffer 
fewer casuali ties. 

Today we are facing a world pro
liferating with new threats based on 
centuries-old ethnic, racial and reli
gious hatreds. 

The problem with preparing our 
forces to defend against threats in this 
new world of disorder is that we may 
not be able to anticipate where and 
whom we will have to fight. We will 
have to be prepared for the unexpected, 
for major regional crises that arise 
suddenly-in other words, for contin
gencies. The case in point is the gulf 
war. Prior to August 1990, no one ever 
expected we would end up in a major 
land war against Iraq. 

Fortunately, we had a superior mili
tary capability that was more than a 
match for Iraq. But, in the past, this 
has not always been the case. The out
break of World Wars I and II and Korea 
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found us woefully unprepared, and the 
result was many thousands of Ameri
cans lost in the opening days of those 
conflicts. Consequently, in an era of 
uncertainty, combined with multiple 
potential dangers, the No. 1 threat 
could be our own unpreparedness. 

Mr. President, the administration's 
ways of dealing with these uncertain
ties was to conduct a Bottom-Up Re
view which resulted in a force struc
ture that is supposed to be able to fight 
and win two nearly-simultaneous 
major regional contingencies. It is 
highly questionable, however, whether 
or not this planned force will be capa
ble of meeting this requirement. There 
is also general agreement that the ad
ministration's future years defense 
plan [FYDP] is inadequate. The Gen
eral Accounting Office estimated that 
the FYDP may be underfunded by as 
much as $150 billion. 

The administration has made readi
ness a high priority at the expense of 
modernization of our military. They 
have kept personnel and readiness ac
counts funded at high levels, but be
cause the overall budget is under
funded, modernization-the R&D and 
procurement accounts-have paid the 
bills. Procurement is at intolerably low 
levels. A Marine Corps general officer 
testifying at an Armed Services Com
mittee hearing recently stated that the 
Marine Corps procurement budget was 
only about one-third of what it should 
be for the third straight year. "You 
can't modernize on pocket change," he 
told the committee. 

I should also point out that even with 
all of the administration's emphasis on 
readiness, significant readiness prob
lems have occurred within our military 
over the past year. 

Last September, three Army divi
sions reported readiness levels of C-3. 
Not since the days of the Carter admin
istration, have that many divisions re
ported such poor readiness levels. 

Overall readiness for active Navy 
aviation squadrons declined from about 
75 percent in fiscal year 1990 to 61 per
cent last year. 

Funding shortfalls in the 2d Marine 
Air Wing's flying hour program re
sulted in 11 of 30 squadrons reporting in 
the two lowest readiness categories (C-
3 or C-4) for the 4th quarter of fiscal 
year 1994. 

Admiral Boorda, the Chief of Naval 
Operations stated recently, "We have 
gone to the well and it is dry. We must 
fund training if we are to prevent a 
'hollow force.'" 

Mr. President, I believe it is clear 
that our military services are under
funded in the administration's pro
posed budget and future years defense 
plan. For the past 21f2 years, members 
of the Armed Services Committee have 
been expressing that view. Every Re
publican on the Armed Services Com
mittee signed a letter to the chairman 
of the Budget Committee recommend-

ing that fiscal year 1996 funding for de
fense be frozen at last years level, ad
justed for inflation. This would result 
in a $12.5 billion increase over the 
President's request for fiscal year 1996. 

Unfortunately, the Budget Commit
tee's proposal accepts the administra
tion's recommended budgets now and 
in the outyears for defense. If we ac
cept the administration's budgets, then 
the responsibility for shortfalls in de
fense funding and the resulting defi
ciencies in our Armed Forces will lie 
with those of us in the Congress. 

Mr. President, in his State of the 
Union Address in 1994, the President 
implored the Congress not to cut de
fense further-that defense had been 
cut enough. Then, this year, in his 
budget request for fiscal year 1996, the 
President recommended $5.7 billion less 
than he recommended last year-in 
real terms, this is over $13 billion less 
than last year. Mr. President, that 
sounds like a cut to me. 

There are those who state that de
fense should pay its fair share. Mr. 
President, I maintain that defense has 
already paid more than its fair share
that defense has already been cut too 
deeply. Fiscal year 1996 represents the 
11th consecutive year of declining de
fense budgets-the longest continuous 
decline in post WW II history. DOD 
spending as a share of the Federal 
budget has declined from 42 percent in 
1968 to 18 percent in 1994 and continues 
to decline. 

As I indicated earlier, Defense pro
curement spending has suffered greatly 
under the Clinton administration. Dur
ing the hollow force days of the mid-
1970's, procurement spending was only 
about $46.7 billion; in 1985, at the 
height of the Reagan buildup, procure
ment spending reached $120 billion; in 
1995, procurement spending is down to 
$39.4 billion-representing a 67-percent 
decrease from fiscal year 1985 and 16-
percent less than the mid-1970's low 
point. 

Mr. President, when we fail to mod
ernize our forces with new weapons and 
equipment, we not only cause mainte
nance and operating costs to rise, but 
more importantly, we condemn our fu
ture soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma
rines to fight their battles with obso
lete weapons and equipment. 

Mr. President, when I asked an old 
Marine sergeant, who was a combat 
veteran of several wars, why he was so 
sure there would be another war, here
plied, "There always has been." It is 
certain that our forces will be called 
upon again to go into battle. The time 
may be sooner than we think. I hope 
the Congress will not put our service
men and women at greater risk because 
we cannot find additional funds from a 
budget of almost $1.3 trillion. 

I support the Thurmond-McCain 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
vote for it also. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Thurmond-Ste-

vens-McCain amendment. I commend 
my colleagues for their efforts to en
sure an adequate defense budget. Under 
this amendment, defense spending 
would be increased to meet the levels 
approved by the House last week. How
ever, the measure is deficit neutral in 
each year of the resolution, and keeps 
us on path to achieve a balanced budg
et by the year 2002. 

We are committed to cutting Federal 
spending. But we must ensure that our 
military is prepared to meet future 
challenges. Over the past few years, the 
Clinton administration has sacrificed 
the readiness and modernization of our 
forces. However, around the world, po
tential enemies are increasing and 
modernizing their military capabili
ties. 

For the past 2 years, the administra
tion has justified its reduction-in-force 
structure by promising to provide our 
troops with the most modern tech
nology available. During last year's 
hearings on the fiscal year 1995 budget, 
General Shalikashvili stated, and I 
quote: 

The structure is adequate only if we stick 
with two linchpins: We must improve our ca
pabilities, and we must improve and main
tain our readiness. 

Unfortunately, this has turned out to 
be empty rhetoric. Procurement spend
ing and procurement rates are at their 
lowest levels in 45 years. Despite prom
ises to enhance force capabilities, mod
ernization has come to a virtual stand
still. The result is that our Armed 
Forces are smaller, but not more capa
ble. 

Where President Clinton has failed to 
recognize the long-term needs of the 
military, we in Congress must take the 
lead. Our defense budget must balance 
our need to maintain near-term readi
ness and our need to provide enhanced 
capabilities for the future. It must pre
pare us for tomorrow's challenges. 
Failure to do so will jeopardize the se
curity of this Nation. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, much of 
the debate over the defense budget in 
recent weeks and months has been 
based on misperceptions and half
truths. 

A good example can be found in one 
editorial entitled "Grasping the Obvi
ous," which lashed out at defense 
spending, claiming that President Clin
ton wan ted to increase the defense 
budget and that: 

The Defense Department has somehow be
come untouchable, taking a place alongside 
Social Security and Medicare in the pan
theon of sacrosanct Federal enterprises. 

The editorial went on to argue that 
defense budgets should be reduced just 
as much if not more than other areas 
of Federal spending, and that the Pen
tagon and the White House would have 
to realize that in a time of "diminish
ing military threats," deep cuts would 
have to be made. 
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The writer is not alone in failing to 

grasp the obvious. The post-cold-war 
period has seen a proliferation of ef
forts t.o cut American defense budgets 
dangerously deeply. These efforts have 
been accompanied by accusations that, 
in an era of budget balancing and defi
cit reduction, the military is not ab
sorbing its fair share of cuts. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

Far from being placed on a pedestal, 
protected from America's budget cut
ting zeal, defense spending has already 
been subjected to a frenzy of profound 
and often damaging reductions. The de
fense budget has been cut every year 
for the past decade, for an overall real 
decline of some 35 percent. In contrast, 
real spending on Medicare and Social 
Security over the same period has in
creased 63 and 23 percent, respectively. 

The portion of the defense budget 
used to buy weapons and other equip
ment has already suffered a reduction 
of more than two-thirds over the past 
decade: 

A decade ago we purchased 720 tanks 
a year. Today, we buy none. 

Annual purchases of ships and air
craft have declined 80 and 87 percent 
respectively. 

Dozens of major weapons programs 
and more than a hundred smaller ones 
have been terminated. 

As the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office has put it, the Pentagon 
has entered a "procurement holiday." 

For the past decade, it has been de
fense that has borne the blows of the 
budget cutting axe as domestic spend
ing has steadily grown. 

The very real reductions in defense 
budgets over the past decade may not 
seem important from the vantage point 
of defense spending critics, but for 
those whose job it is to ensure military 
readiness and to guarantee American 
security, the cuts have already made 
their tasks difficult to the point of 
being almost impossible. The question 
for these professionals is whether mini
mum levels of reliability and readiness 
can be ensured, given current spending 
cuts. 

Earlier this year, Gen. Carl Mundy, 
Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
warned: 

We are stretched thin. Actual operational 
commitments over the past 3 years have ac
tually grown steadily and have greatly ex
ceeded those predicted by either the Marine 
Corps assessment or the Bottom-Up Review 
* * *.We have not to date received sufficient 
resources to fund * * * minimum essential 
requirements * * * to provide a reasonable 
assurance that we can meet our commit
ments with operationally ready and effective 
forces, not only today, but throughout the 
program years * * *. 

This assessment has been echoed by 
senior officers in all of the Nation's 
armed services. It illustrates the well
founded concerns of those who under
stand the importance of readiness and 
modernization in military planning, es
pecially in today's uncertain world. 

The past few years have shown that 
the end of the cold-war standoff with 
Soviet Russia has not simplified and 
brought harmony to the world, rather 
it has increased uncertainty and made 
the world more susceptible to a host of 
festering regional conflicts. Many of 
these conflicts have the potential for 
escalation, spillover, and major desta
bilization in areas critical to the secu
rity and interests of the United States 
and our closest allies. 

While the United States is not the 
world's policeman, we are the only 
global power, and we have global inter
ests that can be threatened by regional 
powers, great and small. Defending our 
interests requires us to station forces 
abroad and to be able to project power 
around the globe. 

A brief glance around the world 
shows the variety of dangers the Unit
ed States must be prepared to meet: 

Russian troops are turning Chechnya 
into a wasteland and Russian neighbors 
into colonies, while Russian engineers 
prepare to build nuclear reactors in the 
terrorist theocracy of Iran and Russian 
officials threaten the independence of 
the Baltics; 

China also plans to sell Iran nuclear 
reactors and seems intent on becoming 
a regional hegemon, claiming sov
ereignty over the strategic South 
China Sea, extending its coastal de
fense perimeter 10-fold out to 2,000 
miles, and backing these claims up 
with military deployments; 

Iran is aggressively pursuing nuclear 
weapons while also deploying Russian
built submarines and Chinese- and 
North Korean-built missiles in order to 
gain control of the Persian Gulf and 
dominate its neighbors; 

North Korea has violated last Octo
ber's nuclear agreement and continues 
to mass troops and artillery on the 
DMZ, making an Asian nuclear arms 
race and another Korean war real pos
sibilities. 

NATO is edging closer to intervening 
in Bosnia in order to rescue the U.N. 
troops deployed there, which would put 
some 25,000 United States troops in the 
midst of a seemingly intractable war. 

Those who view this as merely a list 
of hypothetical risks unlikely to re
quire American military deployments 
would do well to recall that since the 
end of the cold war, U.S. Armed Forces 
have been sent into action repeatedly 
on some 2¥2 dozen operations. 

While members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee are on record as favor
ing increases in the defense budget, 
this amendment would merely slow the 
decline in defense spending over the 
next 7 years. Even if this amendment is 
adopted, defense spending will continue 
to decline in real terms for another 7 
years, resulting in 17 straight years of 
cuts in the defense budget. 

Given the tremendous cuts imposed 
on the defense budget in recent years 
and the great uncertainty we face 

around the world, we cannot continue 
to gut America's Armed Forces. The 
military is already strained by the un
precedented number of peacetime oper
ations it is being ordered to undertake. 

Mr. President, listening to the lead
ers of our Armed Forces and looking 
around the world, we are compelled to 
conclude that putting the brakes on 
military spending cuts is not merely a 
wise position, it is a national security 
imperative. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Thurmond amendment. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Thurmond
McCain amendment, which seeks to in
crease defense spending by $68 billion 
over the next 7 years, and pay for that 
increase by making further cuts in do
mestic programs. 

In this era of shared sacrifice where 
no one is spared the budget ax-not 
children, seniors, nor veterans-! fear 
that those who would now ask the Sen
ate to increase the level of defense 
spending simply do not understand the 
true war this country is fighting. 

Mr. President, it is America's fami
lies who are on the front lines today, 
fighting to find a safe place to live, a 
sound education for their children, af
fordable health care, and job security. 

It is the war against crime, poverty, 
ignorance, and AIDS that needs to be 
this country's priorities as we ap
proach the next century. 

During the cold war, Americans made 
sacrifices here at home so that our na
tional resources could be used to defeat 
communism around the globe. The Ber
lin Wall fell in 1989, and with it, the 
Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Union offi
cially dissolved in 1991. We. fought the 
war, and we won. 

In the aftermath of the cold war, I 
believe American families deserve to 
live in a safer and more stable world. 
They deserve to know that more of 
their tax dollars are going to educate 
their children and police their streets. 

The Republican budget before us 
today, which outlines their spending 
priori ties for the next 7 years, makes 
deep cuts in programs for children, the 
poor, veterans, and the elderly, while 
insulating defense spending from cuts. 

And now we are asked to support an 
amendment which would add $68 billion 
more in defense spending, and to pay 
for that increase, American families 
would have to accept yet deeper cuts in 
domestic programs. 

Even without this amendment, let us 
remember what the Republican budget 
is asking of American families. 

Teachers and students are asked to 
accept dramatic cuts in education 
spending, worker training programs, 
and student loan assistance. 

Preschoolers and their parents must 
accept a 30-percent cut in Head Start 
funding, which will deny as many as 
100,000 low-income children the benefit 
of a preschool education. 
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Rural Americans will be asked to ac

cept 20-percent cuts in mandatory agri
culture spending. 

Children and the elderly will be 
asked to shoulder $400 billion in Medi
care and Medicaid cuts. In America 
today, one in four children, and one in 
three infants, are covered by Medicaid. 

The earned income tax credit, a pro
gram to help keep working families off 
welfare, will be cut by 11 percent. 

Our Nation's scientific community 
must accept $25 billion in cuts for basic 
research. 

The budget blueprint before us in
creases the veterans' contribution for 
GI bill education benefits, and freezes 
funding for the VA's medical system at 
the 1995 level for the next 7 years, cut
ting access to health care for veterans 
around the Nation. Under the Repub
lican proposal, the VA will be forced to 
close the equivalent of 35 of its 170 hos
pitals and deny care to over 1 million 
of our Nation's vets. 

And if we accept the amendment now 
pending before the Senate, American 
families would be asked to accept even 
deeper cuts in education funding, crime 
control, and other important domestic 
programs. 

Proponents of this amendment point 
to recent declines in defense spending 
with alarm. While spending for our 
military is down from the mid-1980's 
level, we must keep this trend in per
spective. The United States today has 
the largest military budget and the 
most powerful military force in the 
world. 

·The combined military budgets of 
Russia, Iraq, China, North Korea, 
Libya, Iran, Syria, and Cuba total $95 
billion annually. That is one-third the 
level of U.S. defense spending. Each 
year, the United States spends more 
than the next nine of the world's big
gest military spenders combined. 

In fact, this country spends so much 
for defense, even the Pentagon can't 
keep track of it all. According to the 
GAO and the Pentagon's inspector gen
eral, as well as the Pentagon's Control
ler John Hamre, billions of defense dol
lars are lost year after year due to poor 
recordkeeping and lax accounting prac
tices at the Department of Defense. 

According to GAO, each year the pen
tagon pays private contractors up to 
$750 million it does not owe them-with 
businesses often paid twice for the 
work they have done. And at this 
point, according to the Pentagon, there 
is really no way to retrieve these lost 
funds, or to stop the massive overpay
ments. 

Billions of dollars simply lost in the 
system, Mr. President, in an era when 
we are saying no to university sci
entists looking for cures to devastating 
diseases. 

Billions of dollars lost in the system 
when we are saying no to preschoolers 
who need HeadStart programs. 

Billions of dollars lost in the system, 
when we are saying no to our Nation's 

elderly, who thought they could rely 
on Medicare in their final years. 

Billions of lost dollars when we are 
saying no to basic scientific research, 
which has fueled our economy for dec
ades. · 

At the very least, Congress should 
hold defense spending to the Presi
dent's level until the Pentagon can fix 
their payment procedures and bring 
some accountability to the system. We 
owe that much to the Nation's tax
payers. 

Our debate today is about deficit re
duction-which requires hard choices. 
Under the Senate budget plan, the 
United States will continue to main
tain the strongest military in the 
world. Today the military's share of 
the gross domestic product is 4.6 per
cent, which is higher than the entire 
Federal domestic discretionary budget 
combined 3.7 percent. 

And in the current international cli
mate, where the United States remains 
the only military superpower, we are 
also the dominant economic and politi
cal actor on the stage. In this role, we 
must increasingly emphasize non
military solutions to global conflicts-
diploma tic negotiations, multilateral 
efforts, and regional responses. 

But most of all, in order to project 
strength abroad, we must gain strength 
here at home. Our national security, in 
my view, will not be strengthened by 
yet more guns and missiles. We need to 
restore global economic leadership. We 
must invest in our children and their 
future-in their education and their 
health. We must rebuild our cities and 
our infrastructure, and invest in tech
nology and scientific research. 

We must ensure that the economy 
our children inherit in the next cen
tury is sound and growing. 

Mr. President, I will end with a quote 
from Dwight Eisenhower, who observed 
in 1953, 

Every gun that is fired, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the 
final sense, a theft from those who hunger 
and are not fed, those who are cold and are 
not clothed. The world in arms is not spend
ing money alone. It is spending the sweat of 
its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the 
hopes of its children. 

General Eisenhower had it right. Mr. 
President, I urge my colleagues to de..: 
feat the Thurmond-McCain amend
ment. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am a 
supporter of this historic budget. But I 
want briefly to comment on the level 
of defense spending it recommends--a 
level I believe is clearly inadequate to 
retain our long-term readiness and the 
quality of life of our men and women in 
uniform. 

Balancing the books is one of the 
most important duties of Government. 
But it is not the first duty of Govern
ment. That duty is the defense of our 
country, this means more than defend
ing our borders. It means shaping a se
curity environment that will be favor-

able to America in the future. It means 
providing our troops with the training 
they need and the equipment they re
quire. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
spent a good deal of time and effort 
this spring, through hearings and brief
ings, exploring the current and future 
needs of our military. 

AI though the cold war is over-we 
have found that the demands we place 
on our military have not diminished. If 
anything, they have expanded-into 
quick deployments, in high-risk situa
tions, under tremendous danger and 
strain. For example: 

Our shrinking forces in Europe-from 
314,000 prior to the fall of the Berlin 
wall and now rapidly approaching 
100,000---have been deployed in more 
missions in the last 5 years than in the 
previous 45 years. 

The average soldier now spends ap
proximately 138 days each year a way 
from home on extended, short notice 
deployments. This must be combined 
with extensive trainj-:1g to maintain 
key skills. 

Our Navy surface ships, and the men 
and women who man them, are deploy
ing and training at tempos that keep 
them away from home in excess of 130 
days per year, on average. 

The Marines currently have 24,000 
people deployed overseas carrying out 
911 fast reaction assignments. Just to 
give you some concept of the pace of 
change in the Marines, the total man
ning level for the Marines has been sta
bilized at 178,000. During the last 5 
years, the Marine Corps downsized 
24,000 personnel-the same figure which 
is currently deployed. 

The Air Force has gone from 18 ac
tive fighter wings to 13 wings resulting 
in a four-fold increase in deployment 
obligations over the last 7 years--while 
drawing down the overall end strength 
by one third. These commitments have 
required a quadrupling of the total 
number of people deployed over the 
last 5 years. 

My point is this: A serious gap is 
opening between the military mission 
we define and the level of funding we 
provide. Unfortunately, the budget res
olution before us continues this dan
gerous trend, which may leave our 
forces without the tools, training or 
equipment to fulfill future tasks we 
will ask of them. 

The Gulf war is our benchmark of 
American military success. It is an ef
fort we must be able to duplicate, well 
into the future. But even that war was 
conducted under the most favorable 
circumstances. 

We had 6 months to move equipment 
and troops into the region. It is very 
unlikely we will enjoy that sort of ad
vantage in other situations. 

Our training and logistics were given 
extensive time to put into place. 

Our opponent had inferior tech
nology, and no known weapons of mass 
destruction. 
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All the surrounding countries in the 

region were friendly. 
The international community was 

solidly behind us. 
As we plan for the next war-a war 

we hope will never come-it would be 
foolish to base our strategy on advan
tages we enjoyed in the last one. And I 
am deeply concerned we have squan
dered some of the advantages we can 
control. 

If we attempted today to engage in a 
major regional conflict, I believe we 
have placed artificial handicaps on our 
ability to project American power. Fu
ture enemies have gained from the les
sons learned by Iraq, and will not allow 
a protracted buildup to take place. We 
would not be able to conduct such a 
war because the shortfalls in air and 
sea lift capabilities would prevent it. 

The dra wdown in personnel over the 
last 4 years is another critical element 
in this debate. The proposed budget 
levels will not allow us to adequately 
address these shortfalls. We need addi
tional funding in defense to develop ca
pable and modern equipment, and allow 
our men and women to do the job as
signed to them . . 

In addition, with this continued de
cline of our defense, we are sending the 
wrong message to the world, especially 
to our allies-a message of retreat and 
withdrawal. America has world-wide 
commitments and national interests 
which must be maintained. Our ability 
to back-up those obligations, with a 
strong and viable military, should be 
one of our highest priorities. 

If we build our economic security but 
cripple our military capability in the 
process, then we will have failed both 
our children and our Nation. Maintain
ing America's national strength is our 
best assurance of peace-and that 
peace is worth the price. 

Mr. President. I support the Thur
mond amendment. It is an effort tore
verse a dangerous trend, and restore a 
national resource-the strength of our 
Nation. I urge the Senate adopt the 
amendment from the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, be
fore the Senate votes on this amend
ment, I want to be sure that my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle un
derstand the importance of this vote. 

If the Senate elects not to support an 
increase in defense spending, then the 
responsibility for underfunding defense 
for the last 21h years will no longer rest 
with the administration. By accepting 
the Budget Committee recommenda
tion to accept the administration's 
proposed defense budgets we, the Mem
bers of the Senate, must bear full re
sponsibility for decreasing readiness 
and the lack of modernization in our 
Armed Forces. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
received a large number of letters re
questing assistance and support for 
i terns in the defense budget or funds to 

be added in the authorization process. I 
want to make it clear that it will be 
very difficult to include any new pro
grams or proposals that add money to 
existing defense programs without the 
increase in funds this amendment pro
vides. Furthermore, resources to pro
vide additional equipment for the Na
tional Guard and Reserves will not be 
available. Programs within the budget 
that are already at jeopardy such as 
the third Seawall submarine are at 
greater risk without the increase this 
amendment provides. 

Mr. President, this is not a threat 
but reality. I hope all my colleagues 
will consider this amendment carefully 
and vote to provide the funds needed 
for an adequate defense for our Nation. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Thurmond-McCain 
amendment to increase the level of de
fense spending to a reasonable level. 
Throughout my campaign, I promised 
the voters to oppose additional cuts in 
defense, and sufficiently fund impor
tant weapons systems modernization 
programs needed to ensure our forces' 
technological supremacy. Although 
there may no longer be a monolithic 
threat to our existence, there are a 
myriad of threats and strategic inter
ests which warrant a United States 
military force level capable of protect
ing them. 

In defining and protecting the U.S. 
strategic interests, the Clinton admin
istration has been negligent. It has 
consistently failed to request the funds 
necessary to field, maintain, and train 
the forces necessary to carry out its 
own National Security Strategy. Esti
mates of this budget shortfall range 
from almost $50 billion to over $480 bil
lion during the next 5 years. In fact, 
the President's budget will allow mili
tary spending to fall below the anemic 
levels provided to the hollow forces of 
the Carter administration. From 1985 
to the end of the Clinton administra
tion's budget in 2001, critical procure
ment modernization programs will fall 
over 57 percent, while research and de
velopment spending is cut by almost 40 
percent. 

Therefore I believe our military ca
pability is seriously compromised. Sen
ator McCAIN's February 1995 Report on 
Military Capabilities and Readiness 
stated that although smaller forces can 
still be militarily effective, they must 
also be "continually enhanced through 
modernization." The former service 
Chiefs of Staff who conducted this 
study found military modernization at 
a standstill, while procurement and re
search and development budgets were 
insufficient to maintain our force's 
technological superiority. 

Mr. President, in light of these condi
tions, I find it imperative to support 
the amendment proposed by Senator 
THURMOND. This amendment would in
crease defense spending by $67.9 billion 
over 7 years and finance it by an equiv-

alent reduction in non-defense discre
tionary spending. As I mentioned dur
ing the debate on the Gramm tax cut 
amendment, I agree that it is possible 
to reduce discretionary spending fur
ther than what is proposed in the budg
et resolution. However, I do not think 
it is prudent to do so on a propor
tionate across-the-board basis. In my 
judgement, additional program elimi
nations and consolidations in targeted 
areas of the budget is the proper course 
to follow. 

In closing, providing for the Nation's 
defense is the Federal Government's 
first and primary responsibility. To 
allow the President to deplete our mili
tary below that level necessary to pro
tect our strategic interests is irrespon
sible and ill-advised. We must increase 
the funding to the National Defense ac
count and we must do it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Who yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
think the time is getting out of bal
ance in terms of those in favor and 
those opposed. Do we have any people 
who might speak in opposition? 

Mr. EXON. We will have somebody in 
just a moment. 

There has been some misunderstand
ing on time. At the present time, will 
the Chair advise the Senate how much 
time is allocated and remaining to the 
proponents of the amendment, and 
what is the split on the time with re
gard to the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro
ponents have 25 minutes remaining. 
The opponents, the Senator from Ne
braska, would have 50 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the time in answer to my ques
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am 
sorry. The proponents would have 25 
minutes remaining. Senator DOMENICI 
would have 10 minutes. And you would 
have 50 minutes remaining. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Did Senator THUR

MOND want to yield some time or did he 
want to wait? 

Mr. THURMOND. I will wait and let 
them speak. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think that would 
be fair. 

Mr. EXON. I inquire of the Senator 
from Iowa, [Mr. GRASSLEY], who asked 
for some time, is he prepared to offer 
his remarks at this time? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes, I am. 
Mr. EXON. How much time does the 

Senator from Iowa wish? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Could I have 5 min

utes for the moment. I may want some 
time later on. 

Mr. EXON. I yield 5 minutes, and if 
the Senator needs more time I will be 
glad to yield it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 
is a battle that is mainly being fought 
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on the Republican side. There are Re
publicans who are bent on pumping up 
the defense budget once again. There 
are a lot of Republicans on this side 
who are of the opinion that that should 
not be done. They may not speak as 
well about that issue, so I am going to 
do what I do quite often, oppose the ef
forts by my distinguished colleagues on 
the Republican side of the aisle, to 
make sure that we do not spend any 
more money on defense than what is in 
the very well-crafted compromise put 
together by the distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee, Senator Do
MENICI. 

The proposal to pump up the defense 
numbers makes no sense at all. I think 
it defies all reason and all understand
ing. I am baffled by their proposal; 
more important, baffled by the number 
of $92 billion, higher than anything I 
had heard spoken of behind the scenes 
over the last month that might come 
up at this particular time. 

What they are doing is starting back 
on the slippery slope towards higher 
defense budgets that is a license for 
further waste and mismanagement. 
Not only that, but the world situation 
does not call for spending more money 
at this particular time. The Soviet 
threat is gone. The cold war is over. 
But the debate in Congress for spend
ing more for defense is reminiscent of 
that era. 

There has been a dramatic decrease 
in the primary threat to our national 
security as we knew it. We have rewrit
ten our national security goals, but the 
budget that my colleagues want the in
crease for is defined in those cold war 
terms. 

The defense budget is coming down, 
and it should be coming down. So why 
do they say that it needs to go up? Why 
and for what? There is no good reason. 
The bureaucrats at the Pentagon say 
that they need more money, and they 
say they need it right now. That is the 
reason. That happens to be the only 
reason. 

Once again I wish to remind my col
leagues what happened on May 2, 1985. 
The Reagan administration was trying 
to continue the pumped up defense 
numbers that had been in existence for 
3 years at that particular time. They 
were trying to push defense spending 
from around $255 billion in fiscal year 
1985 to around $300 billion in fiscal year 
1986, and then to $400 billion, and then 
to $500 billion in the years beyond. 

Now, that was at the height of the 
cold war and the height of Soviet mili
tary power. The rise in the Soviet mili
tary power was the principal driver be
hind the plan to push the Pentagon 
budget to $500 billion by the year 1990. 
But on May 2, 1985, the Senate rejected 
this Reagan defense budget buildup 
even in the face of massive Soviet mili
tary power. 

This measure, the fiscal year 1986 
budget resolution, put a brake on that, 

effectively ending the planned growth 
of the Pentagon budget. If we rejected 
a defense budget buildup to those num
bers in 1985 when we were confronted 
with a serious military threat, why 
would we now move to pump up the 
budget when that threat has literally 
evaporated? Why would we do that? 

As we learned back in the 1980's, 
higher defense budgets only bring high
er costs, more overhead, and more 
waste, as long as the Department of 
Defense management leadership re
mains AWOL. More money for defense 
when the threat to our national secu
rity has decreased dramatically cannot 
be justified. The numbers before us in 
this amendment then cannot be justi
fied. 

May I have 2 more minutes? 
Mr. EXON. I yield 2 additional min

utes. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. The international 

situation today as we know it points to 
decreasing threats and a call for de
fense numbers to stay flat. If we pump 
up the budget now, we will be buying 
weapons that we do not need, weapons 
like the Sea Wolf submarine, the F-22 
fighter, more B-2 bombers, Comanche 
helicopters, all designed to defeat a 
threat that no longer exists. The Sea 
Wolf, the F-22, the B-2 and the Coman
che are all cold war relics. The cold war 
warriors are trying to buy cold war 
weapons on a post-cold war budget. 
That is the only reason we are having 
the debate on this amendment today. 

This kind of defense policy will give 
us another hollow force like we had in 
the 1970's. We will end up with another 
hollow force because the cold war war
riors have to rob the readiness ac
counts to pay for the cold war relics. 
They have to rob the readiness ac
counts because all the cold war weap
ons are underfunded. They are under
funded because this outrageous price 
tag cannot be justified in the absence 
of a Soviet military threat. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I yield 12 minutes to the 

Senator from West Virginia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska. I congratulate him on his ex
cellent work on this measure. 

Mr. President, a number of recent 
ne.wspaper articles, in the Washington 
Post and the Baltimore Sun, have re
ported on the extent of financial mis
management in the Department of De
fense. These reports indicate that this 
mismanagement has resulted in at 
least $28.8 billion lost in overpayments 
to defense contractors or simply unac
counted for over the past decade. Unbe
lievably, this amount is down from 

$48.7 billion in 1993. The current De
partment of Defense comptroller, Mr. 
John Hamre, has had the unenviable 
task of trying to sort out the extent of 
the problem and the multiple causes 
for it. He is to be commended for his 
diligence and honesty in dealing 
squarely with this issue, and he de
serves our support as he attempts to 
correct the underlying morass of mul
tiple and confusing payment and ac
counting systems that created the cur
rent crisis. But the fact is, the Depart
ment of Defense cannot adequately 
safeguard the roughly $260 billion that 
it is entrusted with each year. Yet the 
amendment before us would increase 
the money entrusted to the Depart
ment of Defense by $92 billion over 7 
years. This amendment would cut deep
er into the shrinking accounts for en
ergy, agriculture, education, and law 
enforcement programs--programs that 
directly benefit every American citi
zen-in order to pour more money into 
a defense money bucket that has so 
many holes in it that it might better 
be described as a money sieve. 

According to the press reports, which 
also cite Department of Defense In
spector General and the General Ac
counting Office reports, basic account
ing and record-keeping procedures, re
quired of even the smallest private of
fice, are not widely followed in the De
partment of Defense and the military 
services. Invoices and payment records 
are not reconciled, yearly tracking of 
funds spent on equipment or programs 
is not done, and program managers are 
authorized to write checks on the De
partment of Defense account without 
checking the balance in the central 
registry. And the Department of the 
Treasury covers the Department of De
fense's bad checks, so no one is ever 
held accountable for their profligate 
spending. Charles A. Bowsher, the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States for the General Accounting Of
fice, has stated in written testimony 
before the Appropriations Subcommi t
tee on Defense that "none of the mili
tary services or major DOD compo
nents have produced reliable financial 
statements since the passage of the 
CFO [Chief Financial Officers] Act of 
1990." 

According to the DOD Inspector Gen
eral, $14.7 billion cannot be accounted 
for with invoices, so the Department of 
Defense cannot say that it is not buy
ing unneeded or unnecessary i terns. 
Over $7 billion worth of goods and serv
ices were purchased by military offices 
in excess of the amounts authorized by 
Congress. Every year, the Department 
of Defense overpays defense con trac
tors by $500-750 million. According to 
the General Accounting Office, while 
contractors generally notify the De
partment of Defense when they are 
overpaid, they may not return the pay
ments unless instructed to do so. As of 
July 1994, a sample of large and small 
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defense contractors were holding ap
proximately $231.5 million in contract 
overpayments, including one that had 
been outstanding for about 7 years, 
costing the Government about $5 mil
lion in interest. This is not a system 
that needs more money added to it. 

While many of these appalling exam
ples of waste are due to the problems 
inherent in antiquated and confusing 
accounting systems, 19 different pay
roll systems, and over 200 different con
tracting systems, there are also trou
bling examples of potential fraud that 
are being investigated. One involves an 
investigation into whether Air Force 
officials used money from various 
weapons programs to construct a golf 
course. In today's difficult fiscal envi
ronment, it is essential that every de
fense dollar goes toward maintaining 
the readiness of our fighting forces and 
is not diverted to golf courses or to 
purchasing i terns in excess of defense 
needs because we cannot keep track of 
our money. 

Secretary of Defense Perry and Mr. 
Hamre have made great progress in 
correcting this mess, which stretches 
back over decades but was exacerbated 
during the defense buildup in the 1980's. 
The number of accounting programs 
are being reduced, the financial staff is 
being halved and consolidated from 300 
offices nationwide to 25, and a system 
is being implemented to check all pay
ments against invoices. The number of 
different military and civilian pay sys
tems have also been reduced. 

These are important steps, and they 
are necessary steps. In his written tes
timony before the Senate Appropria
tions Defense Subcommittee this 
morning, Mr. Hamre estimated that 
through the consolidation and stand
ardization of its financial systems and 
operations, the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service will achieve sub
stantial savings in its own operating 
costs, on the order of $57 million in fis
cal year 1997. I would hope that these 
savings would be put to use further up
grading and consolidating the Depart
ment of Defense accounting systems 
into a smoothly functioning system. 
Improvements in financial manage
ment at the Department of Defense 
should whittle down the current $28.8 
billion in so-called "problem disburse
ments." These savings should fund in
creases in defense programs, not false 
savings brutally carved with a meat ax 
from already lean energy, agriculture, 
education, and law enforcement pro
grams. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this amendment, and I 
say that with all due respect to the co
sponsors thereof. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the articles to which I re
ferred in niy statement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

[From the Baltimore Sun, May 17, 1995] 
PENTAGON UNABLE TO ACCOUNT FOR $28.8 BIL

LION; ERROR-PRONE PAYMENT SYSTEM CITED 
(By Gilbert A. Lewthwaite) 

WASHINGTON.-The Pentagon is facing an 
accounting gap, with discrepancies on its 
books totaling $28.8 billion, its top financial 
officer told Congress yesterday. 

The problem includes a $13 billion imbal
ance between checks the Pentagon has writ
ten over the past 10 years and the vouchers 
it can produce to account for those pay

. ments. The other $15 billion is from a variety 
of bookkeeping shortcomings. 

Pentagon comptroller John Hamre said $1 
billion worth of "problem" disbursements 
were being made monthly without being 
properly matched to invoices. 

"We got into this sad state of affairs be
cause we designed a system where you pay 
now and account later," he told the Senate 
Armed Services subcommittee on readiness. 
"It isn't that we have wicked people trying 
to screw up, it's that we have a system that's 
so error-prone that good people working hard 
are going to make mistakes." 

The Pentagon's finances are in such bad 
shape that Sen. Carl Levin, a Michigan Dem
ocrat, said the Defense Department may 
need the sort of financial control board im
posed on the District of Columbia. 

"This is totally unacceptable. There is a 
lot of money here which is going through the 
sieve," said Mr. Levin, adding that voters ex
perienced "frustration, disappointment, in
deed, anger" over reports of continuing Pen
tagon waste, fraud and abuse, particularly at 
a time when Congress was ordering major 
spending cuts in other programs. 

Mr. Hamre, in an effort to explain the ac
counting difficulties, said the Pentagon each 
month processes 2.5 million invoices, spends 
$9.2 billion and issues 10 million paychecks. 

"So that's 10 million times to get things 
screwed up," he said. 

His own pay, he said, had been miscalcu
lated six times in the 18 months he has spent 
in the department, adding: "And it's really 
bad when you screw up your boss' pay. And 
I've done that a couple of times." 

Mr. Hamre's boss, Defense Secretary Wil
liam J. Perry, has made financial reform a 
priority in an effort to save money, which 
can be spent on improving the combat readi
ness of the armed forces. 

The Perry plan calls for reducing the 250 
accounting systems the Pentagon operates, 
halving of the financial staff of 46,000 to 
23,000 in five years, and consolidating 300 ac
counting offices nationwide into 25 financial 
centers. 

To phase out the practice of paying first 
and accounting for the payment later, begin
ning July 1 any Pentagon payment of more 
than $5 million will have to be checked 
against an invoice, said Mr. Hamre. After Oc
tober 1, the new rule will apply to payments 
of more than $1 million. Eventually it will 
apply to all payments. 

The military pay systems for uniformed 
personnel has been reduced from 18 in 1991 to 
six today, and will be down to two in 1997. Ci
vilian pay systems have been reduced from 18 
to 10. By 1998 there will be a single civilian 
pay system. 

Mr. Hamre said the Defense Department 
was also screening its retirement rolls after 
1,000 military pension recipients in the Phil
ippines failed to turn up at the U.S. Embassy 
to confirm their status. They were then 
struck from the rolls. 

The Senate panel heard that in fiscal 1994 
the Pentagon was accountable for more than 
$1 trillion in assets, 3 million military and 

civilian personnel, and $272 billion in expend
itures-approximately equivalent to 50 per
cent of the federal government's discre
tionary spending. 

"It's big bucks," said Sen. John Glenn, a 
leader in the decade-old campaign to reform 
the Defense Department's accounting sys
tems. "If any of the civilian agencies on the 
chopping block had [the Pentagon's] record 
on financial management, they would prob
ably be at the top of the hit list." 

Charles A. Bowsher, U.S. comptroller gen
eral and the top federal financial watchdog, 
said the Perry blueprint for financial reform 
was "a good overall plan," but he added that 
only "modest progress" had been made in 
implementing it. 

Asked about overpayments of an average 
$750 million yearly to defense contractors, 
Mr. Bowsher said that frequently it was the 
contractors themselves who revealed the 
overpayments to the Pentagon. 

An accounting firm, hired by the General 
Accounting Office to check on 5,000 defense 
contracts since 1990, found $285 million in 
overpayments. To date the Pentagon has de
manded repayment of $133 million, but has 
actually collected only $85 million, a GAO 
official said. 

Mr. Bowsher also pointed to the "Byzan
tine" process of obtaining a military travel 
voucher, which involved 40 transactions cost
ing the defense department 30 cents for every 
travel dollar. Administrative charges in the 
private sector were down to 1 cent for every 
dollar, he said. 

[From the Washington Post, May 14, 1995] 
BILLIONS GO ASTRAY, OFTEN WITHOUT A 

TRACE 
(By Dana Priest) 

Each year, the Defense Department inad
vertently pays contractors hundreds of mil
lions of dollars that it does not owe them, 
and much of the money is never returned. 

In addition, the department has spent $15 
billion it cannot account for over the past 
decade. 

And Pentagon purchasing agents appear to 
have overdrawn government checking ac
counts by at least $7 billion in payment for 
goods and services since the mid-1980s, with 
little or no accountability. 

Unlike the infamous $7,600 coffee pot and 
$600 toilet seat pricing scandals of years 
past, these problems, and many more, are 
the result of poor recordkeeping and lax ac
counting practices that for years have char
acterized the way the Defense Department 
keeps track of the money-$260 billion this 
year-that it receives from Congress. 

According to a series of investigations by 
the department's inspector general and the 
General Accounting Office, and ongoing 
work by Pentagon Comptroller John J. 
Hamre, the Department's systems of paying 
contractors and employees are so antiquated 
and error-prone that it sometimes is difficult 
to tell whether a payment has been made, 
whether it is correct, or even what it paid 
for. 

Just how much money does the poor ac
counting waste? 

Former deputy defense secretary and new 
CIA Director John M. Deutch wouldn't haz
ard a guess. "Lots," he scribbled recently on 
a reporter's notebook in response to a ques
tion. 

For months after he took the job as chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in late 1993, 
Gen. John Shalikashvili received paychecks 
for the wrong amount. In the last year and a 
half, Comptroller Hamre counted six prob
lems with his own pay. 
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A paper-based system in which items fre

quently are misplaced or lost and computers 
that often cannot talk to each other are part 
of the problem. But there are other major 
systemic weaknesses. A lack of basic ac
counting procedures-such as matching in
voices and payment records, or keeping 
track of money spent on a given piece of 
equipment from one year to the next-has 
made it impossible to determine how billions 
of dollars have been spent by each of the 
service branches. 

In addition, Hamre explained, tracking the 
money has been nearly impossible because 
300 different program directors-the Air 
Force F- 16 fighter program director, the 
commanding officer of an aircraft carrier, 
the head of a maintenance depot, for exam
ple-have had separate checkbooks, each one 
free to write checks without regard to the 
balance in the Pentagon's central registry. 

The U.S. Treasury has always paid the 
bills, even when there was no money in a 
given project's account, because it assumes 
any error was unintentional and someday 
would be corrected, said Pentagon officials 
and inspector general investigators. 

"There's this huge pot of money over there 
in the Treasury that you can keep drawing 
down," said the Deputy Inspector General 
Derek J. Vander Schaaf. "As long as your 
[overall] checkbook's good," he said, mean
ing the Treasury. " nobody screams." 

The problems were created over several 
decades and made worse during the 1980s 
Reagan administration defense buildup dur
ing the latter days of the Cold War, when 
there was little political will to scrutinize 
the record sums being spent. 

Today, however, even ardent defense 
hawks have become disturbed over the mis
managed flow of funds. Some Republicans 
who looked deeply into the matter are sug
gesting a freeze on military spending until 
the Pentagon's corroded payment system 
can be permanently fixed. 

"The defense budget is in financial chaos," 
said Sen. Charles E . Grassley (R-Iowa), who 
is advocating a freeze. "The foundation of 
the defense budget is built on sand." 

A Senate Armed Services subcommittee is 
scheduled to hold a hearing on the problems 
Tuesday. It will be chaired Sen. John Glenn 
(Ohio), a Democrat, who was authorized by 
Republicans to conduct it because of his 
long-standing interest in the subject. 

Among the problems detailed by the De
fense Department, the Pentagon inspector 
general and the GAO: 

Of the 36 Pentagon departments audited by 
the inspector general (IG) in the last year, 28 
used " records in such terrible condition" as 
to make their annual financial statements
an accounting of money collected and money 
spent-utterly worthless, said Vander 
Schaaf. 

Financial officials cannot account for $14.7 
billion in "unmatched disbursements," 
checks written for equipment and services 
purchased by all military units within the 
last decade. This means that accountants 
know only that a certain amount of money 
was spent on the overall F-16 jet account, for 
example, but not how much was spent on F-
16 landing gear or pilot manuals because 
they cannot find a purchase order from the 
government to match the check. 

"You don't know what you're really paying 
for," Vander Schaaf said. 

The $14.7 billion represents "hard-core 
problems" where department accountants 
have tried but failed to find the records. "We 
could be paying for something we don ' t need 
or want, " said Russell Rau, the IG's director 
of financial management. 

In the last eight years, various military of
fices appear to have ordered $7 billion worth 
of goods and services in excess of the amount 
Congress has given to them to spend. These 
"negative unliquidated obligations" may in
dicate that a bill has been paid twice or mis
takenly charged to the wrong account be
cause bookkeepers at hundreds of mainte
nance depots, weapons program offices and 
military bases did not keep track of pay
ments they made, said Vander Schaaf. 

Of the $7 billion " the government has no 
idea how much of this balance is still owed," 
Rau said. 

Hamre has threatened to take part of the 
$7 billion out of the military services' cur
rent operating budget if they cannot find 
documentation for the expenditures by June 
1. 

Every year the Defense Department pays 
private contractors at least $500 million it 
does not owe them, according to Vander 
Schaaf. The GAO believes the figure is closer 
to $750 million. 

The payment system is in such bad shape 
that the Pentagon relies on contractors to 
catch erroneously calculated checks and re
turn them. Many of the overpayments are 
due to errors made on a paper-based system 
in which harried clerks are judged by how 
quickly they make payments. And because 
there is no adequate way to track the 
amount of periodic payments made on a con
tract, businesses often are paid twice for the 
work they have done. 

Defense Department finance officials be
lieve they are recouping about 75 percent of 
the overpayments, although they admit they 
have no way of knowing exactly how much is 
being overpaid. 

Today, after an 18-month struggle by 
Hamre to turn the situation around, the de
partment still has 10 payroll systems and 200 
different contracting systems. 

Hamre, who wins praise from Republicans 
and Democrats for his efforts, has under
taken a major consolidation of payroll and 
contracting offices. He has opened more than 
100 investigations into whether individual 
program managers or service agencies vio
lated the law by using money appropriated 
for one program for something else or for 
paying contracts that exceeded their budget. 

He has frozen 23 major accounts and has 
stopped payment to 1,200 contractors whose 
records are particularly troublesome. In 
July, clerks will be prohibited from making 
payments over $5 million to any contractor 
"unless a valid accounting record" of the 
contract can be found. By October, the 
amount drops to $1 million, which means it 
will affect thousands more contracts. 

According to Hamre and Rau, a number of 
cases are under investigation for possible 
violations of the Anti-Deficiency Act, the 
law that governs how congressionally appro
priated money must be spent. Penalties 
range from disciplinary job action to crimi
nal prosecution. Investigators are trying to 
determine: 

Why there is an unauthorized expenditure 
of around $1 billion on the Mark 50 torpedo, 
and the Standard and Phoenix missiles. 
Hamre and Rau suspect that Navy officials 
used money appropriated for other items or 
wrote checks on empty accounts to pay con
tracts from 1988 and 1992. 

Whether Air Force officials used money 
from various weapons programs to build a 
golf course at Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base in Ohio beginning in 1987. 

What happened when some programs ran 
out of money. "There are some [cases] in the 
Air Force now that really stink," Hamre 

said. When money for the Advanced Cruise 
Missile ran out, Air Force officials simply 
terminated the existing contract and re
wrote another, more expensive one the fol
lowing day, Pentagon investigators recently 
concluded. In order to pay for cost overruns 
associated with the new C-17 cargo plane, 
contract officials simply reclassified $101 
million in development costs as production 
costs. 

Hamre said the services allowed such 
money mingling to go on partly because of 
the complexity of the yearly congressional 
appropriations process. " People want to find 
an easier way to get the job done," he said. 
" They are trying to get some flexibility in a 
very cumbersome system." 

But, he added, some services also have re
sisted correcting problems and punishing 
wrongdoers. "I'm very frustrated by it," he 
said. " In the past, they just waited until peo
ple retired. It was the old boy network cover
ing for people." 

The Defense Department is unlike any gov
ernment agency in scope and size. It sends 
out $35 million an hour in checks for mili
tary and civilian employees from its main fi
nancing office in Columbus, Ohio. And it 
buys everything from toothbrushes to nu
clear submarines; about $380 billion flows 
within the various military purchasing bu
reaucracies and out to the private sector 
each year. 

It takes at least 100 paper transactions 
among dozens of organizations to buy a com
plex weapons system. Some supply contracts 
have 2,000 line items and, because of the con
gressional appropriations process, must be 
paid for by money from several different 
pots. 

Fixing the problems without throwing the 
entire system into chaos, Hamre said, "is 
like changing the tire on a car while you're 
driving 60 miles per hour." 

But some argue it has never been more im
portant to make the fixes quickly. 

"Here we are in a period of reduced spend
ing, it's critically important today that we 
get a bigger bang for the buck," said Sen. 
William V. Roth Jr. (R.-Del. ), chairman of 
the Government Affairs Committee, where 
many of the current problems were first re
vealed. "We've got to put pressure on to ex
pedite it. At best, it will take too long." 

But in the world of Defense Department fi
nancing, time is not always a solution, as 
one small example illustrates. 

In 1991, because of a computer program
ming error, the department's finance and ac
counting service centers erroneously paid 
thousands of Desert Storm reservists $80 mil
lion they were not owed. When officials real
ized the mistake, they began to send letters 
to service members to recoup the overpay
ments. Many veterans complained to Con
gress, which then prohibited the Pentagon 
from collecting any overpayment of less 
than $2,500 and made it give back money col
lected from people who received less than 
that amount. 

To comply, the Defense Finance and Ac
counting Service (DFAS) payment centers in 
Cleveland, Denver, Indianapolis and Kansas 
City created new computer programs to can
cel the debts and issue refunds. But they did 
not adequately test the new programs, IG 
and GAO investigators found. 

As a result, the appropriate debts were not 
canceled, and improper amounts of refunds 
were issued, often to the wrong service mem
ber. The DFAS center in Denver, for exam
ple, canceled $295,000 that service members 
owned it for travel advances. In all, the 
botched effort to follow Congress's direction 
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cost taxpayers an additional $15 million, 
Pentagon officials said. 

"It isn't possible now" to recoup the 
money, Hamre said. "We can't reconstruct 
the records. We admit were really, really 
bad. We don't do it again." The IG's office 
has agreed that it would be too costly to re
construct the records and recoup the loss. 

As he often does when he testifies about 
these matters on Capitol Hill, Hamre con
fessed to the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee recently: "We've made a lot of 
progress. But we've got a long way to go." 

Mr. BYRD. I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield Senator NUNN 5 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank my friend from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Thurmond-McCain amendment to in
crease the defense spending levels in 
this budget resolution. 

For over 2 years, I have been express
ing my concern that projected defense 
budgets are not sufficient from four 
standpoints: First, to maintain the 
current readiness of our forces; second, 
to provide the standard of living that 
military personnel and their families 
expect and deserve; third, supporting 
the force structure necessary to carry 
out the full range of missions that we 
expect our military forces to be able to 
perform; and fourth, to provide for the 
modernization that is the key to the 
future capability of those forces. The 
modernization of our forces, which is 
essential to future readiness, is an area 
of increasing concern, Mr. President, 
and this is an area where we are most 
deficient today. 

The men and women in the military 
continue to perform superbly every 
time they are called on, and we are 
calling on them all the time. We owe it 
to them to give them the support they 
need to do their job. We also have to 
ensure that the men and women who 
will be called on 5, 10, or 20 years from 
now will have the same advantages vis
a-vis their opponents that our forces 
have today, including the techno
logical superiority that played such a 
key role in Operation Desert Storm 
and plays such a key role everywhere 
our forces are deployed today. 

While I am encouraged by the fund
ing for readiness, military pay raises, 
and quality of life initiatives Secretary 
Perry has recommended in the Presi
dent's budget, I think there are clearly 
insufficient funds going into moderniz
ing the force. Modernization, for the 
most part, is delayed into the outyears 
under the current future years defense 
program. We all know how illusory 
these budget projections become 4 or 5 
years down the road. 

Under the current budget, 1996 and 
1997 will be the second and third 
straight years during which the Air 
Force will not purchase a single new 
fighter aircraft. The Air Force has no 

bomber program. Our leading standoff 
weapon program has been canceled, yet 
the budget, at this stage, contains no 
funds to replace that capability. The 
number of Navy ships is not nearly 
enough to replace even a 300-ship Navy. 
and the Marine Corps is years away 
from having a replacement for its 
aging amphibious assault vehicles. It 
would not take long to list the Army's 
modernization programs, but it would 
take a long time to list the deficiencies 
in that program. 

The fiscal squeeze on the defense 
budget is already intense. As we seek 
to balance the budget, and properly 
so-especially if we try to enact tax 
cuts, which I think are ill-advised, and 
which I hope this body will vote 
against this afternoon-if we do that, 
however, the pressure is going to get 
more and more intense on the defense 
budget. This gives me even less con
fidence in the outyear funding pre
dictions that show funds for defense 
modernization increasing. 

In my view, we need to increase the 
defense topline now particularly in the 
outyears, to restore the balance to our 
defense program. We also need to rein
state the firewalls. 

And I congratulate the chairman of 
the committee and the members of the 
Budget Committee for doing this in the 
resolution. That is enormously impor
tant to protect any defense increases 
we are able to achieve and to provide 
some stability in the defense budget. 
Firewalls have not and will not mean 
that defense cannot be cut. What it 
does mean is that these cuts will not be 
shifted to other programs, and that 
means · that if there are defense cuts 
and the firewalls are in, then the cuts 
will go to deficit reduction. I believe 
that is appropriate, and I think that is 
the way that defense is best protected. 

We have been reducing the defense 
budget for a long time. The current 
builddown started during President 
Reagan's second term, even before the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, and continued, 
accelerated, throughout the Bush ad
ministration and the current adminis
tration. I believe the time has come to 
stabilize the defense budget as much as 
possible, since the defense budget has 
already made a greater contribution to 
deficit reduction than any other part of 
the budget; I might add, than all of the 
budget combined. 

In my judgment, the administration 
needs to restore some balance to the 
defense program but Congress' recent 
action are a good news/bad news story. 

The good news is that the House 
budget resolution provided an increase 
for the defense budget. This amend
ment would do the same in the Senate 
budget resolution. And the Senate 
budget resolution, unlike the House 
version, contains firewalls. But there 
has been bad news for defense as well. 

THE SENATE RESOLUTION DOES NOT INCREASE 
DEFENSE 

First, although there have been a lot 
of statements that the President's de
fense budget and Bottom-Up Review 
force structure are inadequate, this 
resolution as reported out by the Budg
et Committee contains no increase for 
defense above the levels proposed by 
the administration-in fact in the final 
2 years it is lower than the administra
tion's plan. 

And while the House version of this 
resolution does increase defense, the 
House voted earlier this year in their 
tax cut bill to pay for the tax cut 
largely by cutting discretionary spend
ing, which includes defense, and the 
House did not include firewalls in ei
ther the tax cut bill which reduced the 
discretionary caps or in their budget 
resolution. So the House has put dis
cretionary spending on the table to pay 
for cutting taxes, which certainly 
makes it more difficult to find the 
money to increase the defense budget. 

REQUIREMENT THAT DOD ABSORB THE COST OF 
CONTINGENCIES 

Second, despite the frequent com
plaints about the cost of contingency 
operations and their effect on readi
ness, the defense supplemental enacted 
earlier this year required the Depart
ment of Defense to absorb almost the 
entire cost of these contingency oper
ation&-the very practice that had been 
criticized in the past. In fact, the 
House leadership wrote to the Presi
dent earlier this year stating their in
tention that as a matter of policy all 
future supplementals would have to be 
offset. . 

This resolution would essentially 
adopt that same approach by requiring 
60 votes for any future emergency 
supplementals, instead of a majority 
vote as has been the case in the past. 
Of course this only applies to discre
tionary funding, since entitlement pro
grams could continue to increase with
out even requiring votes, let alone 
supermajority votes. 

Mr. President, I have several con
cerns with the approach the Congress 
has taken on supplementals so far this 
year. The defense supplemental did not 
provide the net increase in defense 
spending for readiness that was re
quested by the Clinton Administration, 
despite the concerns many of my col
leagues have expressed about readiness. 
The cost of these contingencies were 
made up almost entirely by cutting 
elsewhere in the defense budget, and 
those cuts came in modernization. 

So the scorecard so far in this new 
Congress is that the defense budget, as 
it now stands, counting the supple
mental, is below what President Clin
ton had asked for. So to those in the 
Congress of the United States who are 
saying the Clinton defense budget is 
too low, and people on both side of the 
aisle are saying that, I say to them we 
are cutting below the President's budg
et, not in this resolution, but in the 
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overall supplemental and that ap
proach. 

I am also troubled by the impact that 
a policy of making DOD absorb the full 
cost of these contingencies could have 
on the defense budget and on defense 
management. It largely defeats the 
purpose of having supplementals, and I 
can already predict some of the prob
lems we are going to have with this 
policy. 

I am not sure we have really thought 
through the impact of what we may be 
doing to the military with this 100 per
cent offset approach. Earlier this year, 
Gen. Gordon Sullivan, the Chief of 
Staff of the Army, told the Armed 
Services Committee that if the Con
gress adopts a policy of forcing the 
military to completely offset the costs 
of any contingency operation: 

* * * it is just going to destroy our train
ing programs, our quality of life programs, 
and it is going to be difficult to manage the 
readiness of the force * * *. It is going to 
come out of reducing real property mainte
nance. We may have to furlough civilians. 
terminate temporary employees, curtail sup
ply requests , park vehicles, reduce environ
mental compliance. It is going to have a 
major impact. 

General Sullivan said that in the 
event the military is told to assist a 
large-scale evacuation of U.N. person
nel from Croatia: 

I just have to stop training, and I will have 
to move money around from elsewhere to 
keep that operation going since obviously 
what you expect me to do is to fight and win 
you wars. So, I will have to get the money 
from people who are not doing that to sup
port it. 

Now that may sound like an exag
geration to some, but if you under
stand the laws that govern the defense 
budget, you will see why General Sulli
van's comments are right on target. 
The cost of an operation, such as pay
ing for the airlift to get there, the fuel , 
spare parts, and so on, must come out 
of the operating budget. The military 
does not have the authority to fund 
contingency costs by diverting funds 
from the procurement of weapons, or 
from research or military construction 
or military personnel accounts, even if 
they wanted to. 

And even within the operating budg
et, there are further constraints. A 
large portion of the operating account 
is civilian pay, so you cannot ::;ave 
money there without firing civilians. 
And you cannot cut really cut the 
money to operate the bases-you have 
to pay the light bill. So the areas Gen
eral Sullivan is talking about-train
ing, maintenance and repair of the 
buildings on our military bases-are 
the only areas where the military has 
the flexibility to change its plans half
way through the year. And in fact that 

is exactly what happened last year
money had to be diverted from train
ing. 

In addition to my concerns about the 
financial impact on the Defense De
partment if this bill is viewed as a 
precedent, I also share the concerns ex
pressed by my friend Senator INOUYE 
about the long-term policy implica
tions of telling the military any future 
contingency they are involved in is 
going to come out of their budget dol
lar for dollar. This is going to have an 
impact on their ability and their will
ingness to respond to situations like 
Haiti or Cuba, or especially a much 
more expensive operation like peace 
enforcement in Bosnia, in the future. 
In effect, we could have our funding 
and budgeting procedures dictating our 
foreign policy and our decisions on the 
use of force. 

I hope we do not set in concrete a 
policy of making the Defense Depart
ment absorb the costs of contingency 
operations, because if we are telling 
the Department of Defense that any 
time there is an emergency that comes 
up and they come over and request sup
plemental funds that they are going to 
have to provide a 100-percent offset, 
then we are going to change the nature 
of the responsiveness of the Depart
ment of Defense itself to the missions 
that may, indeed, be crucial to our Na
tion's security. 

If the Department of Defense is told 
that any unanticipated operation they 
undertake, either unilaterally or with 
NATO or the United Nations, is going 
to have to be completely offset within 
the defense budget, which means they 
are going to have to basically kill or 
substantially alter crucial defense pro
grams in order to absorb those costs, 
then the result is going to be a very 
strong signal that the United States is 
not going to be as involved as we have 
been in world affairs, including com
mitments to our allies and commit
ments that we have voted for at the 
U.N. Security Council. 

MODERNIZATION FUNDS ARE THE FIRST TO BE 
CUT 

The future readiness and future capa
bility of the Defense Department re
quires modernization and it requires . 
research and development, and those 
are the programs that were cut to fund 
the defense supplemental earlier this 
year, and those are the programs that 
will continue to be hurt by this policy 
of requiring complete offsets for con
tingency operations. Five or ten years 
from now, people will have a very seri
ous problem with readiness if we con
tinue to declare there is no emergency 
even when our forces are responding to 
the unanticipated events that we all 
know will take place somewhere in the 
world from time to time. 

FISCAL YEAR 1996 SENATE BUDGET RESOLUTION 

1980 1985 1990 1995 1996 

This is why I am supporting this 
amendment to increase the defense 
topline number. We have cut the de
fense budget so much already that 
there is very little flexibility left to 
deal with the unexpected, even though 
we all know that the Defense Depart
ment always has to be ready for the 
unexpected-we expect them to be 
ready for the unexpected. And I am 
very concerned that as we struggle to 
live within these drastically reduced 
budgets without further reducing our 
military capability, the Congress will, 
acting in good faith to preserve readi
ness, make cuts that will cause great 
harm over the long term. 

You need look no further than the 
supplemental enacted earlier this 
spring \.o see the warning signs. What 
was cut to offset the cost of contin
gency operations? Basic science and 
technology research. Dual-use tech
nology programs that are designed to 
better integrate our defense and civil
ian technology bases in order to get 
the Defense Department better tech
nology at lower cost. In other words, 
programs that will pay off in the long 
term but seem easy to cut in the short 
term. 

Another example is environmental 
cleanup at military installations, 
which was cut by $300 million in the 
supplemental. Is this program as im
portant to our combat capability as 
funding training and modernization? Of 
course not . But the reason that envi
ronmental cleanup costs are so high 
now is that for years these problems 
were ignored. And if we push them 
under the rug again, we are only going 
to wind up with an even bigger bill 
down the road. 

CONCLU SION 

In conclusion, Mr. President, so far 
we have seen a lot more talk than ac
tion about enhancing our national se
curity and increasing the defense budg
et. Many of my colleagues share my 
concern that we have cut the defense 
budget too far , too fast and that we are 
mortgaging our future by sacrificing 
the capability of our forces 10 years 
down the road in order to fully fund 
current readiness. The Thurmond
McCain amendment represents real ac
tion to enhance our national defense 
while at the same time putting us on a 
path to a balanced budget, and I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
showing real reductions in the defense 
budget be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Nat Del BA (current dollars) ................................................................................................................... . 
DOD fiscal year 1996 deflators 1 •••••••••••• •••• .. •• •••••••••••• •••.. .•.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• ••••• •••••••••• •••••••••••••••••• 

$143.9 
0.5383 

$294.7 
0.7130 

$303.3 
0.8378 

$263.5 
0.9727 

$257.7 
1.0000 

$253.4 
1.0294 

$259.6 
1.0595 

$266.2 
1.0900 

$276.0 
1.1195 

$275.9 
1.1494 

$275.9 
1.1801 
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1980 1985 1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

NAT Del BA Cons! (1996 dollars) .............................................................................................................. $267.2 t13.3 $362.0 $270.9 f257.7 f246.2 $245.0 $244.2 $246.5 1240.0 $233.8 
GOP (CBO estimates) .... .. .................................................................................................... ....................... $3,746 ,207 $4,853 $7,036 7,370 7,747 $8,152 $8,572 $9,013 9,843 $9,978 
Defense BA as percent of GOP ........................................... ....................................................................... 3.8 7.0 6.2 3.7 

l CBO assumes higher inflation. 

Real Changes 
(In percent) 

1980--85 . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. ... .. .. .. . . .. .. . . . . . .. . . .. 54.6 
1985-90 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -12.4 
1990--95 ... .. .. .. ... ........... .... ... ....... ..... -25.2 
1995-2000 ······· ·· ······························ -9.0 
1980--1990 .. . .. ..... ..................... ··· ··· · · 35.4 
1985-1995 ....................... . ..... :......... -34.5 
1990--2000 . .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. -31.9 
1980--1995 ... . ..... . ............................. 1.4 
1985-2000 ....................................... -40.3 
1980--2000 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . - 7. 7 
1980--2002 . ...... .. .. .. .... .... ......... .... .. ... -12.5 
1985-2002 ............ . .......................... -43.4 
1990--2002 .. . .. .. .. . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. - 35.4 
1995-2002 ....................................... -13.7 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from South Carolina and 
my colleague from Arizona for sponsor
ing this amendment. I urge my col
leagues to support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina, the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, for of
fering this amendment, along with 
Senator MCCAIN. 

I commend both of my colleagues for 
this amendment to restore much need
ed funds to our defense program and to 
do it without adding to the deficit but 
by setting priorities throughout the 
budget, including the defense budget. I 
might add that that also has priorities 
shuffled around in order to help with 
this amendment. 

I want to emphasize from the outset, 
again, it does not undermine the objec
tive of a balanced budget by the year 
2002. This amendment will not change 
that objective in any way. We still get 
to a balanced budget by the year 2002. 

But what this amendment does do is 
to help stave off terrible shortfalls in 
military readiness training and mod
ernization. We owe it to our troops in 
the field to have the training and mod
ernization that they deserve if we are 
going to ask them to go into harm's 
way. 

The defense reductions under Presi
dent Clinton's budget, frankly, are 
wreaking havoc on our military capa
bility. Most of us in this Chamber 
know that, especially those of us who 
are on the Armed Services Committee 
who see it every day. 

I hope that my colleagues would lis
ten carefully to those of us on the 
Armed Services Committee in both 
parties who have spoken so eloquently 

on this matter. This body simply can
not and must not legitimize a blueprint 
for disaster by approving these kinds of 
defense numbers. 

Mr. President, I am troubled that the 
Budget Committee has endorsed the 
Clinton defense numbers. These spend
ing totals are simply inadequate to 
safeguard our national security. And 
they are already having a very serious 
effect on readiness. 

I am also troubled that the President 
has chosen to blame Congress for cur
rent deficiencies in military readiness. 
I would emphasize that this is the same 
administration that entered office and 
immediately cut defense by $178 bil
lion, the same administration that has 
dramatically underfunded operations, 
maintenance, and readiness moderniza
tion and quality of life programs for 
our military families. 

This is the same administration that 
has turned our Armed Forces into a 911 · 
force all over the world on behalf of the 
United Nations, and yet we ask more 
and more and more and give them less 
and less and less. 

This is the same administration that 
committed our military forces to oc
cupy Haiti without the consent of Con
gress, costing taxpayers hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

This is the same administration that 
turned our naval base at Guantanamo 
into a refugee camp leaving the De
fense Department stuck footing the bill 
to feed, clothe, and bathe thousands of 
refugees indefinitely while subjected to 
the insults of many of them. 

This is the same administration that 
has pledged $4 billion in nuclear reac
tors for North Korea at the time we are 
spending tens of billions of dollars to 
defend against a North Korean military 
threat. 

I find these types of inconsistency 
preposterous. The truth is that the 
Clinton defense program is decimating 
our Armed Forces. Personnel tempo is 
going through the roof, our troops are 
being constantly deployed all over the 
world from Haiti to Somalia to South
west Asia and back home, with little or 
no time to spend with their families, 
and they are out again going someplace 
else. 

I urge my colleagues to talk to them, 
talk to the military personnel, talk to 
their families and find out how tough 
this is. 

Depot maintenance backlogs are in
creasing; critical modernization pro
grams are being terminated; morale is 
down; retention is down; 25 percent of 
our Army divisions were recently clas
sified as unprepared to meet their mis
sion requirements. 

3.5 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.1 2.8 2.8 

Mr. President, if Senators support 
this blueprint, which is so devastating 
our military capabilities, then they 
ought to oppose the Thurmond-McCain 
amendment. It is as simple as that. If 
you do not want to give our Armed 
Forces what they deserve, then go 
ahead and oppose the amendment. But 
if you share the view of the majority of 
Americans that this President has gone 
too far with these military reductions 
and our international security is in 
jeopardy, you should support the Thur
mond-McCain amendment. 

In conclusion, I want to emphasize 
this amendment does not add to the 
deficit, it will not undermine the bal
anced budget, and it will restore much 
needed funds back to our defense pro
gram to stave off an imminent disaster 
in military readiness. 

I yield back any time I may have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Does the opposi

tion have any speakers, Mr. President? 
Mr. President, we will have to charge 
time over there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask again, does the opposition have 
any speakers? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and the time 
be equally charged. 

Mr. McCAIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to Senator LOTT. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We have an addi

tional 10 minutes we can yield, too. 
Why do I not yield 5 of the 10 I have to 
Senator LOTT. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could 
make a parliamentary inquiry, but not 
counted against my time, what is the 
status? Are we going to try to get some 
debate back and forth, or should I pro
ceed at this point? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not see how we 
can make them do that if they do not
the best we can do is put a quorum call 
in. When you put a quorum call in, 
under the statute, it is charged equally 
to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
charged to the side who suggests it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have two alter
natives. We can wait around and see if 
they suggest it or, if they do not, then 
we can just let the time run and it is 
equally charged. The Senator asked 
that it be equally charged under a UC? 

Mr. EXON. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. What we are at

tempting to do is unsnarl a potential 
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problem. If we can have a moment to 
talk we might be able to unsnarl it. 

Mr.. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we have 5 min
utes charged to no one. 

Mr. EXON. There is a suspicion some
body is trying to fool somebody else. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes 
charged to neither side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and that 
the time be charged to neither side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
have to advise Senators that the time 
has come to start a vote shortly. So I 
ask unanimous consent that at 3:45 
p.m., the Senate proceed to vote on the 
stacked votes that had been postponed 
earlier today, in the following se
quence: The Bradley motion to waive; 
on or in relation to the Roth amend
ment; on or in relation to the Gramm 
amendment; on or in relation to the 
Exon amendment. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the first vote in the voting sequence be 
20 minutes and that thereafter they be 
limited to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that fol
lowing the conclusion of the stacked 
votes, the Senate resume the pending 
amendment, which would be placed in 
status quo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum until 3:45 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With the 
time to be equally divided? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
on the Exon motion to waive the Budg
et Act is in order. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 176 Leg.] 
YEA8--47 

Akaka Feinstein Levin 
Baucus Ford Lieberman 
Biden Glenn Mikulski 
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Harkin Moynihan 
Bradley Heflin Murray 
Breaux Hollings Nunn 
Bryan Inouye Pell 
Bumpers Jeffords Pryor 
Byrd Johnston Reid 
Conrad Kennedy Robb 
Daschle Kerrey Rockefeller 
Dodd Kerry Sarbanes 
Dorgan Kohl Simon 
Ex on Lauten berg Wellstone 
Feingold Leahy 

NAY8-53 
Abraham Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski 
Bennett Gramm Nickles 
Bond Grams Packwood 
Brown Grass ley Pressler 
Burns Gregg Roth 
Campbell Hatch Santo rum 
Chafee Hatfield Shelby 
Coats Helms Simpson 
Cochran Hutchison Smith 
Cohen Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Kassebaum Specter 
Craig Kempthorne Stevens 
D'Amato Kyl Thomas 
De Wine Lott Thompson 
Dole Lugar Thurmond 
Domenici Mack Warner 
Faircloth McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GoR
TON). On this question, the yeas are 47, 
the nays are 53. Three-fifths of the Sen
ators duly chosen and sworn not having 
voted in the affirmative, the motion is 
rejected. 

The point of order is sustained. 
The amendment falls. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE CHAIR-SENATE CONCURRENT 

RESOLUTION 13 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Don Wiberg 
from the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, a science fel
low in my office, be granted the privi
lege of the floor for the duration of de
bate on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1121 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Roth 
amendment, No. 1121. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any Senators in the Chamber who de
sire to change their votes? 

The result was announced, yeas 50, 
nays 50, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 

[Rollcall Vote No. 177 Leg.) 
YEAS-50 

Baucus 
Bennett 

Bid en 
Bond 

Brown 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
De Wine 
Dole 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grams 

Akaka · 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ex on 
Feinstein 

Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

NAY8-50 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lauten berg 
Leahy 

Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santo rum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Warner 
Wellstone 

So, the amendment (No. 1121) was re
jected. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1123 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to the 
Gramm amendment, No. 1123. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 31, 

nays 69, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Brown 
Campbell 
Coats 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dole 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 

[Rollcall Vote No. 178 Leg.] 
YEAS-31 

Gramm McCain 
Grams McConnell 
Hatch Nickles 
Helms Roth 
Hutchison Santo rum 
Inhofe Shelby 
Kempthorne Smith 
Kyl Thompson 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar 
Mack 

NAYS-69 
Cochran Glenn 
Cohen Gorton 
Conrad Graham 
D'Amato Grassley 
Daschle Gregg 
De Wine Harkin 
Dodd Hatfield 
Domenici Heflin 
Dorgan Hollings 
Ex on Inouye 
Feingold Jeffords 
Feinstein Johnston 
Ford Kassebaum 
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NAYS-53 Kennedy Moynihan Rockefeller 

Kerrey Murkowski Sarbanes 
Kerry Murray Simon 
Kohl Nunn Simpson 
Lautenberg Packwood Snowe 
Leahy Pell Specter 
Levin Pressler Stevens 
Lieberman Pryor Thomas 
Mikulski Reid Warner 
Moseley-Braun Robb Wellstone 

So the amendment (No. 1123) was re
jected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENTS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to put several unanimous-consent 
requests which will finish out the day 
and set the amendments in order for 
today and early morning. 

I ask unanimous consent that all the 
time be yielded back on the Thurmond 
amendment and that the Senate pro
ceed to a vote on that amendment 
without any intervening action or de
bate after the disposition of the Exon 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, fur
ther, I ask unanimous consent that im
mediately following the disposition of 
the Thurmond amendment, Senator 
HARKIN be recognized to offer an 
amendment on which there be 15 min
utes under the control of Senator HAR
KIN and 5 minutes under the control of 
Senator DOMENICI; that no amendments 
be in order to that amendment; and 
that following the conclusion of the 
time on that amendment, it be laid 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that fol
lowing the debate on the Harkin 
amendment, Senator FEINGOLD be rec
ognized to offer an amendment on 
which there be 20 minutes under the 
control of Senator FEINGOLD, 20 min
utes under Senator DOMENICI's control, 
10 of which will belong to the Senator 
from Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI; that 
no amendments be in order to the 
Feingold amendment; and that follow
ing the conclusion of time it be laid 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the first vote 
on the Harkin amendment be limited 
to 20 minutes, followed by a 10-minute 
vote on the Feingold amendment, to 
occur Wednesday at a time to be deter
mined by the two leaders. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
conclusion of the debate on the 
Feingold amendment this evening, 
Senator SNOWE be recognized to offer 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, what is the 

pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo

tion to waive the Budget Act for the 
consideration of the amendment by the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON]. 

Mr. DOLE. Following that, there will 
be a vote on the amendment by the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] and the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. MCCAIN]? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
vote would be a vote on the Thurmond 
amendment, debate on which is not yet 
concluded. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, time has 
been yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 
been yielded back by consent. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I advise 
my colleagues, that will be the last 
vote today. We will continue to work 
on the measure until we are down to 4 
hours remaining, but there will be no 
more votes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, is it 
still in order to reserve the right to ob
ject? We could not hear the unanimous
consent requests. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It says "on the 
amendment." It means up or down. We 
had agreed to that and that was in the 
unanimous-consent request. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1124 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to the mo
tion to waive the Budget Act for the 
consideration of amendment No. 1124, 
offered by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON]. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 47, 
nays 53, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Ex on 
Feingold 

[Rollcall Vote No. 179 Leg.] 

YEAS---47 
Feinstein Levin 
Ford Lieberman 
Glenn Mikulski 
Graham Moseley-Braun 
Harkin Moynihan 
Heflin Murray 
Hollings Nunn 
Inouye Pell 
Jeffords Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kennedy Robb 
Kerrey Rockefeller 
Kerry Sarbanes 
Kohl Simon 
Lauten berg Wells tone 
Leahy 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
De Wine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kemp thorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is sustained and the 
amendment falls because it is not ger
mane to the underlying resolution. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1125 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Thur
mond amendment, numbered 1125. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 60, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dole 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
De Wine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ex on 

[Rollcall Vote No. 180 Leg.) 
YEAS---40 

Gramm Murkowski 
Grams Nickles 
Hatch Nunn 
Heflin Santorum 
Helms Shelby 
Hutchison Smith 
Inhofe Snowe 
Kempthorne Stevens 
Kyl Thomas 
Lieberman Thompson 
Lott Thurmond 
Mack Warner 
McCain 
McConnell 

NAY8-60 
Feingold Leahy 
Feinstein Levin 
Ford Lugar 
Glenn Mikulski 
Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Grassley Murray 
Gregg Packwood 
Harkin Pell 
Hatfield Pressler 
Hollings Pryor 
Inouye Reid 
Jeffords Robb 
Johnston Rockefeller 
Kassebaum Roth 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Specter 
Lautenberg Wells tone 

So the amendment (No. 1125) was re
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order of the Senate, the 
Senator from Iowa is recognized to 
offer an amendment. The time is di
vided, .according to that agreement, 15 
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minutes for the Senator from Iowa and 
5 minutes for the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

wonder if the Senator from Iowa would 
yield for a unanimous-consent request 
in regard to a vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska is recognized. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, on rollcall vote No. 

178, I am embarrassed to say that I 
voted yes. It was my intention to vote 
no. I have been a proponent of the posi
tion of no. Therefore, I would ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to change my vote. This will in no way 
change the outcome of the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
I apologize to my colleagues. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. I un
derstand I have 15 minutes, is that 
right? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1126 

(Purpose: To reduce unnecessary military 
spending, holding military spending to a 
freeze in overall spending over 7 years pro
tecting readiness and modernization ac
tivities and shifting the savings to edu
cation and job training, restoring a portion 
of the reductions proposed for those pro
grams in the resolution) 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk. I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1126. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 12, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$4,800,000,000. 
On page 12, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 12, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 12, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 12, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 12, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$6,200,000,000. 
On page 12, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 12, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$6,200,000,000. 
On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 

$4,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 
$10.000.000.000. 

On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 66, line 10, decrease-the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$10.000.000.000. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 66, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67. line 6, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have 
before us a proposed budget that cuts 
over $1 trillion in Federal spending. It 
cuts health, education, training, veter
ans, and virtually everything else but 
for one item. The Pentagon is in
creased by $34.5 billion over what a 
hard freeze would be over the 7 years. 
Simply put, this budget jeopardizes our 
long-term national security by failing 
to invest in education, training, and in
frastructure in order to preserve a 
bloated Pentagon budget and its cold 
war relics. 

Mr. President, the cold war is over, I 
would like to inform everyone. And 
guess what? We won. 

First let me explain exactly what my 
amendment does. My amendment will 
provide over the next 7 years for a hard 
freeze for Pentagon spending. 

Now, for the next 3 years, my amend
ment would track exactly what the 
Budget Committee does-exactly. For 
1996, 1997, and 1998, my amendment 
would provide the same funding for the 
Pentagon as does the Republicans' 
budget proposal. 

Beginning then in 1999, 2000, 2001, and 
2002, I increase spending for defense but 
not as much as the Budget Committee. 

For example, in 1999, the Budget 
Committee provides $266.2 billion for 
defense. My amendment would provide 

$261.4, less than $5 billion less. So I 
track it, but what happens is over the 
7 years my amendment freezes it--over 
the 7 years-and thus saves $34.8 bil
lion. 

My amendment would take that $34.8 
billion and put it into function 500, 
which is education and job training. 
Education and job training is way 
below a hard freeze in the committee 
bill. The Defense Department, the Pen
tagon is above a hard freeze. I am 
bringing the Pentagon down to a hard 
freeze, taking that money, putting it 
into education and job training to 
bring it up to just under a hard freeze. 
It still would be below a hard freeze 
level of funding for education and job 
training, but at least it brings it up 
close to a hard freeze. 

But I wanted to make the point very 
clear, that for the first 3 years my 
amendment spends the same thing on 
defense as does the Budget Committee. 
And so those who would like to just 
kind of freeze everything, well, this is 
a freeze amendment. It freezes Penta
gon spending for the next 7 years. 

Mr. President, I keep picking up 
these articles. I know Senator BYRD 
earlier talked about the articles that 
were in the Washington Post: Billions 
go astray often without a trace in the 
Defense Department is the headline in 
this recent story on Pentagon waste. It 
says the Department has spent $15 bil
lion it cannot account for over the past 
decade. And Pentagon purchasing 
agents appear to have overdrawn Gov
ernment checking accounts by at least 
$7 billion in payment for goods and 
services with little or no accountabil
ity. 

You want to talk about waste and in
efficiency, start reading some of these 
articles about waste and inefficiency in 
the Defense Department. It boggles the 
mind and it picks taxpayers' pockets. 

I also want to point to a scandal that 
happened last December in the Air 
Force, and to my knowledge it still has 
not been resolved-a scandal. Gen. Jo
seph W. Ashy was in Italy. He wanted 
to get to the U.S. Space Command in 
Denver, CO. He could have flown com
mercially, could have gotten on a Unit
ed Airlines flight. No, he got an Air 
Force G-:-141 transport jet that flew 
empty from here to Italy, picked him 
up and flew him to Colorado at an esti
mated cost of $120,000. 

Did he fly alone? No, he took his cat 
with him. I guess he paid $85 for his 
cat. But he listed on the manifest that 
his wife was going to be with him, that 
she was traveling with him. His wife 
was already in Colorado, and it turned 
out that there was a young Air Force 
aide, a 21-year-old senior airman 
Christa. Hart, a young woman traveling 
with him, and she was not even listed 
on the manifest but his wife was. 

You wonder why she was on that 
flight with him, at a cost of $120,000 to 
fly this general. And the Air Force 
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tried covering it up, and as far as I 
know they still have not explained it 
except to say that no regulations were 
broken. 

Well, I might just say that one-way, 
first-class fare from Rome to Colorado 
Springs is $1,617. But, no, General Ashy 
had to fly himself and his young female 
aide and his cat in a G-141 for $120,000, 
and they still have not fessed up to it. 
And I will bet you General Ashy will 
not even get his wrist slapped for wast
ing taxpayers' dollars like that. 

So there is a lot of waste in that Pen
tagon that we can clamp down on, and 
I think if they have a hard freeze over 
7 years, then maybe they will start 
doing a little bit better accounting and 
they will start knocking out these lux
ury flights for generals and their cats 
and their 21-year-old female aides. 

The real story is here in the chart I 
have here as to why we do not need to 
continue to increase Pentagon spend
ing. This chart illustrates how much 
the United States is spending this year 
on the military. It says $260 billion. Ac
tually, it is $261 billion. Our NATO and 
other allies will spend $250.9 billion. So 
total U.S. , NATO, and our allies spend
ing, $510 billion this year, fiscal year 
1995 on defense. 

Well, what is the rest of the world 
doing? How about our potential adver
saries? Here is Russia, $12 billion this 
year. 

In fact, last year the sum in Russia 
was $79 billion. This year, Russia cut 
military spending from $79 billion to 
$12 billion this year. 

Mr. President, I will ask consent to 
have an article printed in the RECORD 
about the Russian budget. The military 
defense officials in Russia have called 
it a disaster, but the Parliament did 
not listen to them. They went ahead 
and cut it to $12 billion. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
that printed in the RECORD. 

Budget authority: 

There being no objection, the article Finance Minister Vladimir Panskov ac-
was ordered to be printed in the knowledged that the 1995 military budget is 
RECORD, as follows: "tough and even cruel ," but said the state 

RUSSIAN MOD LABELS BUDGET A could provide no more. 
CATASTROPHE "There are matters of principle on which 

there can be no concessions," he told the 
(By Anton Zhigulsky) deputies. 

Moscow.-Members of Russia's parliament, Krasnaya zvezda blasted the vote, stating 
failing to heed the military's call for in- the following day that it would be easier to 
creased funding, set defense spending for 1995 disband the Army completely than to subject 
at 46.5 trillion rubles ($12 billion). 

Defense Ministry officials have lobbied the it to the budget. 
government during the past several months "This Duma has never understood the 
for a budget more than twice as large-up to problems of the Army. It is absolutely indif-
110 trillion rubles ($29 billion). ferent to the defense capacity of Russia," the 

Defense Minister Pavel Grachev called the newspaper said. 
budget "a total catastrophe for the Army." The Russian Defense Ministry also is under 
The spending plan as passed put the future of fire for its handling of the crisis in 
the armed forces "under threat," he said Chechnya, and President Boris Yeltsin has 
after the March 15 vote. "It is a sin to keep promised to pursue long-overdue changes in 
an army in poverty and half-starved." the Army, which suffered humiliating losses 

On March 15 parliament's lower house, the to partisan fighters in Chechnya. 
Duma, passed the fourth and final draft of "Chechnya has convinced us once again 
the government budget, which will take ef- that we are too late in conducting military 
feet April!. That budget saddles Russia with reform. we must not delay any more. The 
a deficit of about 73 trillion rubles ($18 bil- Army is starting to disintegrate," Yeltsin 
lion), or 8 percent of gross national product. said Feb. 23. 

The argument over the Russian defense . 
budget has been particularly contentious, es- But military officials, complaining of a 
pecially since the costly invasion of the sep- lack of money, said reform can be carried 
aratist region of Chechnya in December. out only if it is properly funded. "Without 

Grachev has argued that a defense spend- funding, there will be no reform," Grachev 
ing level of 46 trillion rubles will affect read- said in the parliament March 16. 
iness, equipment maintenance and troop mo- According to Pavel Felgenhauer, a mili
rale, all of which have been in a downward tary analyst with the daily newspaper 
spiral since the collapse of the· Soviet Union. Sevodnya, Russia's armed forces must be re-

In a front-page appeal to parliament in the organized quickly to avoid more combat 
Defense Ministry daily Krasnaya Zvezda on deaths in the war-torn northern Caucasus re
March 10, the ministry warned that "par- gion and in Tadzhikistan, where Russian sol
liament has one last chance to prove that diers are bolstering the government in a civil 
the armed forces is not a stepchild." war. 

In the past several weeks Krasnaya Zvezda "The situation in the Army is beginning to 
has warned that a demoralized armed forces, get out of control. The new budget doesn't 
without the resources to train or even house allow Russia to keep the Army as it is. A 
troops, may not be politically reliable if the combat-ready professional army will have to 
government is forced to quash a coup as it be started urgently, within 12 to 18 months," 
did in October 1993. Felgenhauer said. 

On March 15, Russian soldiers suffered an 
additional setback when the Duma voted to Mr. HARKIN. I also ask unanimous 
spend 1 trillion rubles ($250 million) to pur- consent to have printed in the RECORD 
chase weapons from the ailing defense indus- a table that indicates what my amend
try. ment would do in terms of budget au-

The money had been earmarked earlier for 
the Army's day-to-day needs, such as hous- thority and budget outlays. 
ing and provisions, but deputies decided to There being no objection, the table 
aid the cash-strapped defense factories in- was ordered to be printed in the 
stead. RECORD, as follows: 

Fiscal year-

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total 

Committee ..................................................... ....... .. ........................................... .. ..... ...................... 261 .4 257.7 253.4 259.6 266.2 276.0 275.9 275.9 1864.6 
Harkin ........................................ ........................... ............................................ .............................. 261 .4 257.7 253.4 259.6 261 .4 266.0 265.9 265.9 1829.8 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Savings ....................................................... ......................................................... .. .................... 4.8 10.0 10.0 10.0 34.8 

============================================= 
Budget outlays: 

Committee ........................................ ... ......................................... ................................................. . 269.6 
269.6 

261.1 
261.1 

257.0 
257.0 Harkin ..................................................................................................................................... .. ..... . 

Savings ......... ........................................................................................................................... .. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, what 
this chart says is that the United 
States and its allies are spending al
most 10 times more than all of our po
tential adversaries put together. Here 
is Russia at $12 billion; China, 27.4 bil
lion; North Korea, $5.3 billion; Iraq, $2.6 
billion; Iran, $2.3 billion. Libya, Syria, 
and Cuba spend even less. 

You total up all of our potential ad
versaries-and I put Russia in there 
even though Russia is not a potential 

adversary at this time; and we have 
diplomatic relations with China-you 
add them all up and it comes to $54.37 
billion. That is in the whole world 
what our adversaries are spending. We 
are spending $510 billion total; for the 
United States, $260 billion. 

If you just look at the United States, 
we are spending almost five times more 
than all of our adversaries put to
gether. And yet the budget before us 
says it is not enough. We are going to 

254.5 
254.5 

259.6 
258.6 

1.0 

267.8 
264.4 

3.4 

267.7 269.2 1836.9 
261.1 263.0 1820.1 

6.2 6.2 16.8 

increase it in the next 7 years, while we 
cut education, cut job training, cut 
Head Start, cut Pell grants. That sim
ply defies common sense. 

We had this other chart yesterday 
when we talked about education. Look 
at what is happening. Here is the line 
that shows the cost of going to State 
universities per year, rising by the 
year 2002 to about $8,000 a year. Here is 
line for Pell grants that student rely 
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on, going from $2,590 down to $1,500, al
most a 40 percent cut in Pell grants 
over the same year-a 40 percent cut in 
Pell grants. That is what we are being 
asked to do. But, at the same time, we 
are being asked to increase military 
spending. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 5 minutes remaining of his 
time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask to 
be notified when I have 3 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. President, I am sure you are 
going to hear from the opponents of 
this modest amendment Senator BUMP
ERS and I are offering the argument, 
"Well, if we freeze it, it is going to cut 
into readiness, our ability to respond." 

That is simply not true. This amend
ment would fully protect readiness and 
modernization. Believe me, there are 
places we can cut that have nothing to 
do with readiness or modernization. We 
can cut out some of this high-flying 
stuff that General Ashy was doing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article regarding General Ashy and his 
$120,000 flight last December. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 9, 1994] 
AIR FARE, ROME TO COLORADO: $120,000; GEN

ERAL'S COSTLY FLIGHT RUNS INTO FLAK ON 
HILL (BUT THE CAT PAID) 

(By John F. Harris) 
A commercial flight was leaving the next 

day, but that was not soon enough for Air 
Force Gen. Joseph W. Ashy. 

Instead, the new leader of the U.S. Space 
Command traveled on an Air Force C-141 
transport jet, which flew him, one aide and 
the Ashy family cat from Italy to Colorado 
at an estimated cost of at least $120,000. 

Ashy's Sept. 9 flight on a 200-passenger 
plane specially equipped with a luxury cabin 
and carrying a steward on its crew of 13 was 
more convenient at the time, but it is caus
ing big trouble now. 

After a complaint from Capitol Hill, De
fense Department Acting Inspector General 
Derek J. Vander Schaaf agreed this week to 
investigate the propriety of the flight and 
whether Air Force public affairs personnel 
were truthful in answering reporters' inquir
ies. 

Ashy, who followed Pentagon regulations 
by paying $85 fare for the cat, declined to 
comment. 

A spokesman at the Space Command in 
Colorado Springs, Lt. Col. Dennis Gauci, said 
Ashy and his aide considered flying a com
mercial flight out of Rome on Sept. 10, but 
worried the schedule would not give him 
enough time in Colorado the next day to 
take an eight-hour training course on proce
dures for alerting the president in event of 
an air attack. 

He was sworn in as head of the Space Com
mand Sept. 13. 

Ashy, 54, a 32-year Air Force veteran and 
fighter pilot, could not leave earlier, the Air 
Force said, because he was still commander 
of the 16th Air Force in Italy, a job that in
cluded directing air missions over Bosnia. 

Air Force officials in Washington acknowl
edge Ashy's flight looks bad, but said no reg
ulations were broken. Ashy, they said, was 
on an especially tight schedule to get to his 
new posting, and asked an aide to see if any 
government planes were heading his way. 

Subordinates went overboard in accommo
dating his request, according to an Air Force 
official at the Pentagon familiar with the 
case, and an empty C-141 was ordered across 
the Atlantic and back again to ferry Ashy to 
his new home. 

United Airlines is quoting a one-way, first
class fare from Rome to Colorado Springs of 
$1,617. 

The C-141, which costs about $3,400 an hour 
to operate, was dispatched from McGuire Air 
Force Base in New Jersey to Italy and on to 
Colorado. 

Total flight time was 31 hours, Air Force 
officials said, and two mid-air refuelings 
were required that added to the cost. 

The price tag gave Sen. Charles E. Grass
ley (R-Iowa) a case of sticker shock, and he 
asked Vander Schaaf to investigate. 

In a letter to the inspector general, Grass
ley said he learned about the incident from 
Newsweek military affairs columnist David 
Hackworth, a highly decorated retired Army 
colonel who is planning a story about the 
flight in next week's issue of the magazine. 

Hackworth is "disturbed by the arrogance 
that General Ashy's behavior appears to rep
resent," and believes "Air Force officials 
have 'repeatedly lied' to him" and an ABC 
News producer who collaborated with him in 
investigating the episode, Grassley wrote. 

The inspector general's office will "deter
mine whether the travel was proper and rea
sonable, and address a number of related 
matters, the most important of which ap
pears to be whether Air Force personnel were 
truthful in answering press inquiries about 
the flight," Vander Schaaf said in a memo
randum Tuesday to Defense Secretary Wil
liam J. Perry. 

Ashy had no idea until he got on the flight, 
according to Gauci, that a C-141 had been 
dispatched especially for him. 

When an aide contacted the Air Mobility 
Command to ask about transport, Gauci 
said, Ashy assumed he would be on a flight 
that was already traveling from Europe to 
the United States. 

"General Ashy didn't specifically request 
that plane," Gauci said, " and he had no idea 
where that plane originated." 

The spokesman said Ashy also did not 
know the C-141, ordinarily used for carrying 
troops and equipment, would be equipped 
with a special "comfort pallet," which in
cludes such amenities as first-class seating, 
a kitchen and a sleeping area. 

The plane had recently been carrying U.S. · 
Ambassador to the United Nations Madeleine 
K. Albright on a flight to Russia, the Air 
Force reported. 

Ashy's flight might not have been pub
licized, except for a coincidence before tak
ing off in Naples. Two retired military offi
cers and their wives, who are allowed to 
travel on military planes on a space-avail
able basis, asked the crew if they could tag 
along. 

Even though the flight was flying nearly 
empty, Air Force officials said the crew told 
them no, because they believed Peterson Air 
Force Base in Colorado was not an allowed 
port of entry into the United States f6r trav
elers not on Air Force business. An/Air Force 
official in Washington said the crew was mis
taken, and that accommoda.ttons for the 
foursome could have been made. 

Vowing revenge, the-spurned retirees took 
their grievances to Hackworth, who began 

investigating. ABC's "20-20" is also planning 
a piece on the incident for tonight's broad
cast. 

Air Force officials said the crew made 
other mistakes. The manifest on the plane 
said Ashy's wife was with him on the flight. 
In fact, the Air Force said, Ashy's wife was 
already in Colorado, and the woman travel
ing with him was his 21-year-old aide, Senior 
Airman Christa Hart. 

"Why did a young female enlisted aide . . . 
accompany General Ashy on this flight?" 
Grassley asked in his letter. "Why is Hart's 
name not listed on the flight manifest? Was 
Hart performing normal official duties, or 
was there some other reason for her pres
ence?" 

Hart was on the flight because she is join
ing Ashy in his new assignment, an Air 
Force official said. She serves as a valet to 
Ashy and performs some protocol functions. 

Mr. HARKIN. We can cut that out. 
We can start having better accounting 
procedures. We can reduce the Milstar, 
for example, this relic that is no longer 
needed. If we cancel that, we save $3 
billion over 7 years. 

Stopping production of the Trident 
D--:5 missiles after 1996. After 1996, we 
will have enough to equip all of our nu
clear subs at START II levels. So why 
buy more .D-5's? This would save $3.7 
billion over 7 years. And we could, for 
example, reinstate the fees on commer
cial arms sales to pay the U.S. Govern
ment for R&D costs, that again gives 
us about $500 million over this period 
of time. 

So, Mr. President, there are a lot of 
things we can do. We do not have to 
cut into readiness or modernization. I 
would not want to cut into readiness or 
modernization. But there is a lot of 
waste and a lot of inefficiency in the 
Pentagon that can and should be elimi
nated. 

Quite frankly, when you look at the 
defense budget, what it is now is a jobs 
program. That is what we are spending 
money in the Pentagon for. It is a jobs 
program. But I submit to you, Mr. 
President, there are more effective and 
efficient ways to invest in jobs pro
grams than throwing it at the Penta
gon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is advised that he has 3 minutes 
remaining on his time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor reserves the remainder of his 
time. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec
ognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes of my time. 

First of all, let me say to every Sen
ator around, the argument that the 
U.S. Defense Department does not 
manage its business with perfection 
should come as no surprise. But should 
it surprise anyone that the Department 
of Education does not manage its busi
ness very well? Might that be a shock? 
I would assume there is as much waste 
and inefficiency in the Department of 
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Education of the United States as 
there is in the Defense Department. 

Mr. President, I would say that HUD 
has more waste than the Defense De
partment. 

To talk about the fact that the De
fense Department has made some mis
takes is no argument at all to take $40 
billion out of defense now on this budg
et resolution. 

Actually, this amendment should be 
turned down. I am hoping it will be 
turned down by a large number, by a 
large vote. But I think there are some 
who will say "Well, let's just take it 
out of defense and put it on edu
cation." 

Well, Mr. President, fellow Ameri
cans, the argument can be made on 
every single domestic need. Think of 
one: the National Institutes of Health. 
We are not able to fund them fully. A 
tremendous program. Take it out of de
fense. Defense is getting too much. 

We could have an array of amend
ments here and, by the time we were 
through, saying, pay for all these 
things we need, guess what would hap
pen, Mr. President? The United States 
of America would have no military 
left. 

Now it seems to me that everybody 
knows we have put defense on a down
ward path over the last 8 years. This 
budget resolution still has to go to con
ference with the House. In this resolu
tion, we have assumed the President's 
numbers. I am the first one to suggest 
I have not been very happy with the 
President's numbers. I did not vote on 
the last amendment to add some $80 or 
$90 billion in budget authority to de
fense. 

But I am here to say we ought to 
leave it alone. It is probably about as 
low as it ought to get. 

That does not mean that every Amer
ican program on the other domestic 
side, from health to education, is fully 
funded either. There are many who 
would say defense is not fully funded 
either. The Chiefs of Staff of the Unit
ed States military could tell us some 
things we ought to be doing that we are 
not doing. 

Mr. President, when we need the de
fense of the United States, when we 
need those men and women, we are not 
going to be arguing about some general 
using an airplane that he ought not 
use. We are going to say, "We hope 
they take care of that." 

But let us take care of the men and 
women and our needs. And we know 
what they are. 

I only reserved 5 minutes on this 
amendment. I hope nobody assumes 
that I do not think it is a serious 
amendment. I do. And I hope no one 
gets the idea that all we have to do the 
rest of this debate is to bring amend
ments down here and offer to take 
money out of defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself one 
additional minute. 

After all, the point of it is that it is 
a big department of Government. It is 
the evidence of America's strength in 
the world. It ought to be big. It ought 
to be powerful. It ought to be strong. 

We have an all-volunteer Army. No
body compares with that. When people 
say we spend more than everyone, of 
course we do. We pay our men and 
women in the military. They are not 
drafted. They are paid good salaries 
and have a good retirement because we 
decided that is how we wanted keep a 
strong military. This will begin the de
mise of the military and everybody 
will think it is for a good purpose. It 
will actually have a very serious, bad 
effect on America's future. 

I reserve whatever time I have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator reserves 1 minute and 17 seccnds. 
The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, to hear 

the comments by my friend from New 
Mexico, you would think the amend
ment I am offering would totally gut 
the Department of Defense. 

As I pointed out, my amendment 
keeps the same spending for the De
partment of Defense as the Budget 
Committee does over the next 3 years. 
That is my amendment. It continues 
the same spending. And then, for the 
next 4 years, it provides for just slight
ly less growth than what the Budget 
Committee has, slightly less growth. 

I am not cutting defense spending. I 
am just growing it a little bit less than 
what the Budget Committee does in 
the out years. 

Well, for example, as I said, for the 
next 3 years, spending under my 
amendment is the same as the Budget 
Committee. In 1999, the Budget Com
mittee would spend $266.2 billion. I 
spend $261.4 billion. Over the total of 
the 7 years we would spend $34.8 billion 
less, bringing the Pentagon to a freeze 
level. 

Do you know what the difference is, 
Mr. President? Do you know what the 
difference between my amendment and 
the Budget Committee is? Two percent. 

You mean to tell me that someone 
can stand here with a straight face and 
say, ''Over the next 7 years, the De
partment of Defense cannot contribute 
2 percent?" What a joke. 

Then we hear people in the military, 
military officers, saying, "Oh, we have 
to have more money." 

Here is what Defense Minister Pavel 
Grachev called the Russian budget. He 
said it is "a catastrophe for the 
Army.'' 

Of course, military people are going 
to say that. 

But back to my chart, back to my 
chart, Mr. President. The United 
States is spending $260 billion this 
year. 

All of our adversaries combined only 
spend $54 billion-one-tenth of what we 

alone spend. Yes, we have to remain 
strong in the world. Yes, we have to 
pay our military people. Yes, we have 
to keep a strong presence around the 
globe. But at what expense? By waste
fully throwing this kind of money at 
it? 

I am sorry, it is simply ridiculous to 
think that our modest amendment 
would even cause a disturbance for the 
Pentagon. It will not hurt readiness or 
modernization one iota. It will not cut 
one paycheck from the military. Two 
percent? We are cutting education. We 
are cutting everything a lot more than 
2 percent. My amendment is just 2 per
cent less than the committee's level 
for defense, a freeze, and we are told 
the Pentagon cannot even do that to 
help balance the budget. 

We are asking for sacrifice from our 
senior citizens, sacrifice from our stu
dents to make them pay more for their 
college loans, sacrifice from our poor 
to give up the earned-income tax cred
it, but we cannot ask the Pentagon to 
live with a freeze at a time when our 
enemies are spending only one-fifth as 
much as us combined? Two percent less 
than the recommended increase. It is 
not even a cut. And yet some argue we 
cannot even ask them to do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will close by saying 2 
percent is not too much to ask to help 
balance the budget of the future. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the world 
is not a utopia. There are dangers all 
over the world and there are growing 
questions as to whether we will be able 
to meet these challenges in the future. 

Must we repeat history and not be 
ready when the next major threat oc
curs? The readiness of our military is 
slipping. We are not procuring the 
equipment we need to meet a growing 
and unpredictable threat. The morale 
of the men and women who serve in 
uniform is declining. 

Mr. President, we are not even pro
viding sufficient ammunition for prop
er training. We have already cut de
fense spending by over 35 percent. Must 
we be doomed to repeat history-again? 

We need to take a look at where we 
are, and what we have done to our de
fense spending levels over the last 11 
years. Since 1985: 

Ship purchases are down 80 percent; 
aircraft purchases are down 86 percent; 
tank purchases have dropped to zero
a 100 percent reduction; and strategic 
missile purchases have dropped 95 per
cent. 

In 1993, the President proposed a 5-
year defense spending plan which added 
$126.9 billion in cuts to defense spend
ing-over and above the reductions pre
viously made by President Bush. Now 
we need to understand, the cold war 
ended during the Bush administra
tion-and significant realignment of 
defense priori ties occurred imme
diately following the fall of the Berlin 
Wall. 
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Prior to 1993, defense spending was 

already cut--and cut deeply. Before the 
Members vote on the amendment by 
the Senator from Iowa, it is important 
to know what was cut prior to 1993. 

Military personnel were reduced by 
more than 350,000; overall defense 
spending declined by about 20 percent; 
our Navy dropped from 536 ships to 448 
ships in the fleet; three aircraft car
riers were eliminated from the fleet; 
eight Fighter Wings were cut from the 
Air Force; we slashed our strategic 
bomber fleet to 181 planes; and we ter
minated dozens of weapon systems. 

All of this was cut from our defense 
forces prior to 1993. 

The budget request this year, cuts 
defense spending even further. The pro
curement budget this year is at its low
est level in 50 years-and is $6 billion 
less this year, than last. Procurement 
spending under this budget is only 39 
percent of the total defense budget. 

Now, I completely agree that we 
should only spend what is necessary for 
our national security needs. The ques
tion raised by this amendment is: Do 
we need to spend more for defense-or 
less? In order to answer this important 
question, you need to review the facts. 

Fact No. 1: The Defense Planning 
Guidance calls for a Navy fleet of 346 
ships in order to meet our national se
curity requirements. 

But this budget does not provide 
funding sufficient to achieve and main
tain a fleet level of 346 ships. Only by 
not retiring older, less capable ships 
are we able to even come close to the 
ship numbers we require. 

Fact No. 2: The Defense Planning 
Guidance calls for 184 heavy bombers in 
order to meet our security require
ments. 

But this budget barely provides more 
than 55 percent of the required heavy 
bombers to meet our security require
ments. The bomber plan is so bad, in 
fact, we will be forced-under this 
budget-to keep the B-52 in service 
until the year 2030. In 2030, the B-52 
will be over 60 years of age. 

Fact No. 3: Before the budget was 
submitted to the Congress, the Sec
retary of Defense, on November 15, 1994 
reported that fully one-forth of our 
Army Divisions were far below peak 
preparedness. 

But this budget does not aggressively 
increase funding to solve this problem 
until the year 2000 and after. 

This century, America has failed to 
be prepared to protect her interests on 
three occasions. We failed to be ready 
in 1942 at Pearl Harbor, We failed to be 
prepared in Korea in the 1950's. Just 
over two decades later, we failed to be 
prepared to deal with the military 
challenges facing us in the deserts of 
Iran. 

Failure to prepare leads to a certain 
outcome-preparation for failure. Loss 
of military capability does not an
nounce itself-except by failure. 

No Member of this body can predict 
when or where America will next be 
challenged. But just as the mighty Mis
sissippi flows southward with lumber
ing power, on this you can be certain: 

American will again be challenged. 
America will again be forced to de

fend her interests. 
The only question yet to be answered 

is-will we be ready to meet these fu
ture challenges? If you believe America 
will not be challenged again, you 
should vote for Senator HARKIN's 
amendment. 

If you believe however, that prepara
tion is essential for victory and vigi
lance is our strength-then you should 
oppose this amendment. I urge my col
leagues to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in 

1996 dollars, the Department of Defense 
has been reduced from $402 to $246 bil
lion. Now, is there anyone that would 
like the American military and Amer
ican defense to be like the Soviet 
Union? Of course they do not pay any
thing. They hardly pay their military. 
Would we like to do that? Would we 
like to say we do not need any new 
technology or innovation, or do we 
want to remain the strongest Nation 
on Earth? We have cut defense enough. 
If there is more money needed for edu
cation, we ought to take it out of some 
other program, not out of the Defense 
Department and the men and women 
who serve us there. 

I believe my time has expired. If not, 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico yields back the 
balance of his time. All time has ex
pired on this amendment. 

Under the previous order, the amend
ment will be laid aside at this moment. 

Under the previous order, we will go 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin. On the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin, Senator 
FEINGOLD has 20 minutes and the Sen
ator from New Mexico has 20 minutes; 
10 minutes of the time of the Senator 
from New Mexico is granted to the Sen
ator from Alaska. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1127 
(Purpose: To strike provisions providing for 

a tax cut) 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, on 

behalf of myself and the Senator from 
South Carolina, Senator HOLLINGS, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FEINGOLD), for himself, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. NUNN, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. KERREY, 
Mr. ROBB, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. MUR
RAY, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1127. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, strike beginning with line 8 

through page 75, line 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this 
amendment, in addition to being joint
ly offered by Senator HOLLINGS and 
myself, is also cosponsored by Senator 
BYRD, Senator NUNN, Senator BUMP
ERS, Senator KERREY, of Nebraska, 
Senator ROBB, Senator DORGAN, Sen
ator SIMON, Senator MURRAY, and Sen
ator MOSELEY-BRAUN. 

Senator HOLLINGS will speak in a mo
ment or two about this, but let me just 
say, first of all, this is really the mo
ment when the Members of this body 
can convey to the American people 
whether they believe tax cuts are a pri
ority or not. It is a clean vote. 

We can ensure the focus of this budg
et resolution stays on deficit reduction 
and deficit reduction alone by adopting 
this amendment. Other amendments 
before us that have been rejected have 
suggested we use the $170 billion tax 
cut fund for restoring Medicare cuts or 
education, earned-income tax credit. I 
think those were all worthy priority 
choices. They are all more important 
than a tax cut at this point. Mr. Presi
dent, none of those amendments were 
adopted, and we stand here with there 
still being the $170 billion kitty, or 
cookie jar, existing in the budget reso
lution that came out of the Budget 
Committee. 

My amendment simply strikes the 
section of the resolution which estab
lishes a. special budget surplus account. 
The result will be that any additional 
savings that would have accrued to 
this account will instead simply go to
ward the purpose of deficit reduction. 
By striking the budget surplus allow
ance, any fiscal dividend that flowed to 
the Federal Treasury as a result of the 
deficit reduction contemplated in the 
resolution would reduce the amount 
the Government would otherwise have 
to borrow. 

It would eliminate the indebtedness 
of this country to the tune of $170 bil
lion. Eliminating this cookie jar also 
brings us that much closer to really 
balancing the Federal budget without 
using Social Security, and this point 
has to be stressed and stressed again. It 
is my understanding that even under 
this budget resolution, we will still be 
using $113 billion of Social Security 
funds to balance our books in fiscal 
year 2002. Mr. President, this is not a 
balanced budget by the year 2002 unless 
you raid the Social Security funds. 

CBO estimates that in 2002, the so
called fiscal dividend might be $50 bil
lion for that year by adopting this 
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amendment. So instead of the $113 bil
lion bite out of Social Security, we will 
reduce it by $50 billion. 

This tax cut that is hidden in the 
budget resolution is the loose thread 
that threatens to unravel the budget, 
the potential tax cut funded from the 
so-called budget surplus allowance. 
This is the symbol of irresponsibility 
that remains in the budget resolution, 
and it is not just a little bit of money. 
It is three times the total that Presi
dent Clinton proposed in terms of tax 
cuts earlier this year. He proposed 
about $60 billion. This is almost three 
times greater than that, Mr. President, 
and people did not think that was an 
insignificant amount either. It is a 
giant tax cut. 

At best, the budget that passes this 
body and finally the one that is agreed 
upon by both Houses will be unpopular. 
It cannot help but be unpopular. Some 
feel that adding a tax cut will sugar 
coat the medicine and make it politi
cally a little bit less risky to balance 
the budget. But it will not. In fact, it 
will do just the opposite. A tax cut will 
only undercut any work that will be 
accomplished by Congress. 

First, it will make those tough cuts 
we do make suspect. Those whom we 
ask to sacrifice for the cause of deficit 
reduction will not be persuaded that 
their own sacrifice will not instead go 
to provide tax cuts to someone else, 
someone who may well be a lot 
wealthier than they are. The Senator 
from South Carolina and I think that 
is a formula for trouble. We simply 
cannot pass what may be a $1 trillion 
package of spending cuts, including 
massive cuts in Medicare, Medicaid and 
education and other programs, and 
then ask the Nation to support that 
package while promising tax cuts to 
everyone. It will not wash. Beyond 
that, the potential in this budget reso
lution for a tax cut is just too great of 
a temptation. 

What this $170 billion fund does, Mr. 
President, is essentially lay out a se
ries of low-calorie menus for a dieter, 
asking them to eat only celery, car
rots, some cottage cheese, maybe a lit
tle water, but at the same time we put 
right next to them a big piece of ba
nana cream pie. That is what this tax 
cut is. We are not going to put the Fed-

eral budget deficit on a diet by provid
ing for a tax cut. Nor will we assure 
the Federal Reserve and the financial 
markets by claiming we can do both. 

It is possible the prospects of lower 
interest rates that might flow from 
really lowering the deficit will be lost, 
and if we do not act responsibly in this 
matter some will reject the claims we 
can have it all. By every measure I 
know, the Nation has expressed an 
overwhelming preference for deficit re
duction over a tax cut. The mail and 
phone calls I have received from Wis
consin since November on this have 
been absolutely clear, because the peo
ple of the United States know what is 
at stake. They know there is no free 
lunch here. We can reduce the deficit 
and help ensure their children and 
grandchildren will have a Government 
that is financially sound or we can give 
a nice big tax break now and stick fu
ture generations with the tab. By sig
nificant majorities, people want the 
former. They want us to start paying 
off the bills that have been run up, and 
they want us to do it now. This is not 
a partisan issue. For my own part, I 
have opposed the tax cut plans of both 
parties because I believe it is the fis
cally responsible thing to do. 

Mr. President, I hope that both sides 
come together in a bipartisan fashion. 
I have heard Members of both parties 
make absolutely unequivocal state
ments on the floor that they do not be
lieve tax cuts can be a priority at this 
time. This is an opportunity to come 
together and say we can have a bal
anced budget by the year 2002 but only 
if we resist the temptation to go for
ward with a tax cut we all would like 
to vote for but cannot afford. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank my col
league. 

Mr. President, this is the same 
amendment that I presented in the 
Budget Committee which was defeated 
by a 12 to 10 vote. At the markup in the 
Budget Committee markup, Democrats 
were characterized as wanting to take 
the surplus, and spend it, whether for 
Medicare, education or whatever; Re
publicans were criticized for taking the 
surplus to give tax cuts. 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TOTAL BUDGET 
[In billions of dollars] 

The truth of the matter is that there 
will be no $170 billion surplus. But if 
part of it does materialize, it ought to 
go to reducing the deficit. That was the 
amendment I offered in committee, and 
that is the amendment that should 
today be adopted by the Senate if we 
are really sincere. But rather than 
have any light shed on the subject, we 
have been bombarded by irresponsible 
reporting on the budget in the last sev
eral weeks. Specifically, I refer to 
Time magazine's cover which said, 
"This time it's serious. Budget resolu
tion . . . for the first time in decades, 
Congress is committed to balancing the 
budget." Absolutely false. Turn to page 
7 in the budget resolution itself. What 
word appears? "Deficit" by the year 
2002. It does not appear "balanced." 

On page 7, line 21, for fiscal year 2002 
a deficit of $113.500 billion, or, more ac
curately, on page 9, you can see how 
much the debt actually increases by 
the year 2002 over just 1 year-2001. It 
is $177.7 billion. That is the real deficit. 
We are all rhetoric and no reality. Re
publicans are already giving them
selves credit and claiming to have done 
a wonderful thing which to some on the 
other side justifies a tax cut. But Mr. 
President, the American people know 
what is going to happen. Under this 
proposal, the tax cuts in stone and the 
spending cuts are going to slip by the 
board. 

Specifically, on this idea of commit
ting to balancing the budget for the 
first time in decades, I submitted when 
I was chairman of the Budget Commit
tee-and again in 1985. Everyone re
members Gramm- Rudman-Hollings. 
That was a balanced budget-not in 7 
but in 5 years. In 1991, we were treated 
to the budget summit. I remember at 
that time that members were slapping 
each other on the back and congratu
lating themselves on really getting the 
budget under control. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
1991 budget resolution deficit surplus 
figures appearing on page 21 of the 
budget report be printed in the RECORD 
at this particular time. 

There being no objection, the figures 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Budget authority ...................................................................................... ......................... ........................................................................................................................ ............................ . 1,485.6 1,562.6 1,582.4 1,593.4 1,668.4 
Outlays ................................................................................................. ................................................................................................................................ ...... ........................................... . 1,236.9 1,269.3 1,305.0 1,324.8 1,355.5 
Revenues ............................................................................................................ ........................................................ ........................................................................................................... . 1,172.9 1,260.8 1,349.8 1,433.3 1,511.7 
Oeficit (- l I surplus (+) ................ ............. ......................................................................................................................................................... ................................................ ............. .. - 64.0 - 8.5 44.8 108.5 158.2 

Mr. HOLLINGS. So, Mr. President, 
yes, they had a deficit for 1991 and 1992. 
But at that time, their .estimates pro
jected a surplus in 1995 of $156.2 billion. 
The reality was much different. Instead 
of $156.2 billion surplus, we have a $317 

billion deficit-a swing of some $474 
billion off in the 3 or 4 years. 

There is no education in the second 
kick of a mule. We have been through 
this gamesmanship. Let us cut out the 
nonsense and get serious here and re
port accurately that we are not bal-

anc'ing the budget. You cannot do it 
without a balanced approach of spend
ing cuts and tax increases. 

If there is any surplus, heavens 
above, let us allocate it to the deficit, 
because by 2002, we will have a $6.6 tril
lion debt with interest costs growing at 
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the rate of almost $500 billion a year. 
That is, one-third of the budget is 
automatically going to interest costs, 
just the carrying charges, not to re
duce the debt but just to open up the 
doors early every morning up here in 
Washington in the Government. 

So we cannot engage in this nonsense 
and gamesmanship. We have to get 
real. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator has expired. 

Eight minutes remain of the Senator 
from Wisconsin's time. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, if a 
Senator on the other side wishes to 
speak, we can go forward. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, let 
me commend my good friend from Wis
consin, Senator FEINGOLD, for offering 
this amendment. I certainly support 
the idea that we can do more in deficit 
reduction and that a tax cut is ill-ad
vised. However, I must reluctantly op
pose the pending amendment. 

Mr. President, the Senate Budget 
Committee, I think we agree, has per
formed a very remarkable job in put
ting this budget resolution together. 
Senator DOMENICI and the staff of the 
majority and the staff of the minority 
have worked in good faith, and I think 
they have fulfilled the commitment 
that everyone of us in this body has 
made when he or she voted for the bal
anced budget amendment earlier this 
year. 

We have demonstrated that we can 
balance the budget and put our Na
tion's fiscal house on the road to sol
vency. 

Now, in addition to the savings that 
will occur under this budget resolution, 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
projected that a credible reduction in 
the deficit by the year 2002 would 
produce a fiscal dividend for the Fed
eral treasury. We are all in agreement 
on that. CBO estimates that interest 
rates would be 1 to 2 percent lower, and 
real GNP would be nearly 1 percent 
higher by the year 2002 if we achieve a 
balanced budget. 

Now, because of these two factors, 
CBO estimates that we would reap a 
fiscal dividend of some $170 billion over 
a 7-year period, and as much as a $356 
billion dividend over 10 years. 

The issue that has divided many 
Members on both sides of the aisle, and 
is the subject of this debate, is what 
should we do with this financial wind
fall if indeed there is one? During the 
debate we have been confronted with 
two specific choices. One, using the 
dividend to increase Federal spending, 
or, two, using the dividend to provide 
tax cuts. So far, we have not been able 
to reach an accord on either proposal. 

The amendment being offered by my 
friend from Wisconsin would use the 

fiscal dividend to further reduce the 
deficit and, as a consequence of that
and this is the discomfort I have-it 
would absolutely preclude any possibil
ity of a tax cut for this year. 

I really believe that this is the wrong 
time for the Senate to completely close 
off the tax reduction option-! empha
size option-at this time. Despite what 
many Members on the other side have 
said, this budget resolution-and I em
phasize this--does not mandate a tax 
cut. In fact, there is no specific tax cut 
in this plan. What this budget resolu
tion says is that if all of the commit
tees in Congress adopt reconciliation 
legislation that produces a balanced 
budget in the year 2002 and if-I em
phasize "if''-that reconciliation legis
lation makes it through a conference 
committee-and that is a big "if''-and 
then is signed into law by the Presi
dent, then and only then may Congress 
consider reducing taxes. 

The CBO will have to certify that the 
reconciliation legislation does, in fact, 
produce a balanced budget. That is, 
CBO must certify that the budget is 
balanced in the year 2002. CBO will 
have to provide an estimate of how 
much additional savings will be 
achieved through lower interest rates 
and increased economic growth. CBO 
may determine that the savings are as 
projected, $170 billion; on the other 
hand, they may be lower or higher. 

Once CBO has provided that savings 
estimate, only then can Congress con
sider cutting taxes. Obviously, we do 
not necessarily know what interest 
rates might be. 

In any event, in the Senate, the deci
sion whether to cut taxes is going to be 
first made by one committee. That is 
the Finance Committee, and that is a 
committee that I serve on. As a con
sequence, in the Finance Committee, I 
intend to make every effort to con
vince my colleagues on the committee 
that the CBO economic dividend should 
be used for further deficit reduction 
rather than tax cuts. 

Mr. President, if this amendment by 
my good friend from Wisconsin is 
adopted, and if we completely foreclose 
the future option of reducing taxes, 
this Senator, the Senator from Alaska, 
is concerned that this balanced budget 
resolution may not receive a sufficient 
number of votes to pass this body. 

I believe it would be far worse for our 
Nation's economic health if we fail at 
this effort to bring the deficit to zero 
than it would be if we merely retained 
the longer-term option of reducing 
taxes. It is for that reason, Mr. Presi
dent, that I must reluctantly oppose 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, how much time is re
maining on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator retains 3 minutes 35 seconds of his 
time; Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico 
has 10 minutes of his time. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield the balance 
of my time to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does 
the other side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has 8 minutes 1 
second. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself about 3 or 4 minutes and 
then will have to absent myself from 
the floor, and I will be back. Perhaps 
the other side can use part of their 
time. 

Mr. President, the budget that we 
crafted that is currently before the 
U.S. Senate, I believe, is a fair way to 
handle the American people and to say 
to them, "Once you get a balanced 
budget, for all the sacrifice that goes 
into that, there is some positive to 
come out of it." 

We all understand that when we get a 
balanced budget and we no longer are 
borrowing money, when those out 
there that set interest rates based upon 
money supply see that America is for 
real, interest rates come down. There 
is no question. 

Americans should not think we are 
going through this event in our his
tory, one of the most significant in 
modern times, of putting our fiscal 
house in order, deciding that we finally 
want to pay our bills ourselves as 
adults instead of having our children 
and grandchildren pay them-there 
ought to be a bonus for that. We ought 
to get something out of that. 

Incidentally, in this case, the major 
economists that look at fiscal policy of 
this Nation-perhaps they are just 
startled by the fact that we are finally 
going to live within our means and be 
rational and talk about what we can 
afford and what we cannot afford-they 
say there will be an economic bonus, 
an economic dividend. There will be a 
change sufficiently large in interest 
rates that when we get to balance, we 
get an economic dividend of somewhere 
between $150 to $200 billion if it is done 
in the manner prescribed in this budget 
resolution. 

So what did we say? We said simply, 
we are not going to have tax cuts until 
the event is completed-the balancing 
of the budget. So we say, when all of 
these laws are changed by the Con
gress, that is finished, then we can ask 
the CBO, the real number estimators 
for our land, are we there? Have we 
reached that point, that event? Is it 
real? When they say, "Yes," they will 
then say there is an economic dividend. 
We will say then and only then is that 
released to the Finance Committee of 
our U.S. Senate to be used for tax cuts. 

Now, Mr. President, there are many 
people in this body and many American 
people who think we ought to have a 
tax cut for the American people. Espe
cially one that focuses in on the Amer
ican family. 

Frankly, I agree with that. I said my 
first priority as the chairman of the 
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Budget Committee would be to get a 
balanced budget. I believe we got one. I 
believe that this is historic, and if car
ried out, the economy will get better, 
interest rates will come down, and I be
lieve we have a brighter future if we 
stay there for about 10 years, in bal
ance, paying bills, reducing the debt, 
instead of borrowing more and more 
every year. 

Now, I think the Senator from New 
Mexico thinks at that point in time 
when we finish that work, we ought to 
give the American people at least an 
opportunity to get a tax cut, to get 
some relief, especially for families. 
That is what this budget resolution 
does. 

Now, frankly, there are some who 
would like to spend that dividend. We 
have heard from them. I do not know 
that there will be any more opportuni
ties on the Senate floor to spend that 
dividend again or to use it differently. 
We have been through that. 

Now we have reached the paint in 
time where those who are not for this 
budget resolution-and I assume the 
Senator who offers this amendment is 
not for this budget resolution. Perhaps 
that is a false assumption. If it is, he 
might tell the American people he will 
vote for this budget resolution. That 
would be interesting. I surmise he will 
not say that. If he does, I would say, 
"Wonderful." 

From that side of the aisle there will 
be a huge number of votes saying after 
we get there, we want to say what to 
do with it, and we do not want to give 
the American people a tax cut even 
after the balanced budget when the 
economic dividend is available and we 
are still in balance. 

I do not believe that amendment 
ought to pass. I do not believe the mo
tion to strike that part of the budget 
should pass. That is why I am speaking 
tonight. I have spoken enough, per
haps, today and I am not sure I will 
speak much more. Maybe another 3 or 
4 minutes before this amendment is 
finished. 

Essentially, while I compliment the 
Senator who offered the amendment, 
he obviously is really interested in fis
cal prudence, in making sure that we 
use common sense, as he says. I believe 
the common sense was all exercised be
fore he ever got to the floor, before this 
amendment ever arrived, when Repub
lican Senators decided to balance the 
budget. We hope when we are finished 
that some Democrat Senators will join 
Republicans. 

That event was completed. Now we 
come to the floor and say, "No divi
dends to America. Just strike it out of 
this budget resolution." 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). The Senator has a little 
over 7 minutes remaining on his time. 
The Senator from Wisconsin is recog
nized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBB. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I thank the Senator from Wisconsin. 

While the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico is still on the floor, let me 
tell him I fall into the latter category 
of one who is thinking if we do not do 
any more damage, that I may be one, 
and there are several on this side of the 
aisle, I might inform the Senator, who 
are thinking about voting for the budg
et that emerges -not because we think 
it is the perfect vehicle. 

Indeed, tomorrow, some Members 
will have an alternative, hopefully, to 
that particular vehicle. 

I want to compliment the Senator 
from New Mexico. I have known him 
for about 15 years. I have respected his 
willingness to make tough, principled 
decisions in attempting to bring some 
sense of fiscal responsibility to an oth
erwise undisciplined Federal Govern
ment over a long period of time. I said 
on this floor the other day, that I 
thought he deserved enormous credit 
for giving us a target, something that 
was truly important. 

I support the amendment of my 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin, because I believe we ought 
to make it clear that deficit reduction 
is the most important objective we are 
attempting to achieve at this particu
lar time. We are not truly balancing 
the budget even if we stick to the num
bers we are dealing with, because we 
continue to mask the total budget in 
the Social Security surplus. It will be 
about $113 billion out of true balance, 
but it is exactly the same kind of ob
fuscation we have been using for years 
and I am certainly willing to give all 
the credit that is due for moving in 
that direction. But in this particular 
case, if we are serious about deficit re
duction, I think the only message we 
can leave at this point is we are pre
pared to make some tough choices. 

Several on this side are willing to 
make those tough choices with our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle. 
One of the most difficult votes for me 
was one just two votes ago when I had 
to vote ultimately against a very sub
stantial increase in defense spending. 
Not because I do not think we need it, 
because if we are serious about fighting 
two major regional conflicts and win
ning in the years ahead we are going to 
have to put more money into the de
fense budget, even more than the Presi
dent has added back right now. I accept 
that responsibility and will continue to 
work on it. But I thought it was a dis
cordant message with respect to deficit 
reduction. 

That is why I am prepared, with sev
eral colleagues, I believe, to support 
the ultimate product of this debate. I 
hope we will find ways to amend that 
particular end product so we can have 
something that has the kind of balance 
that many of us want to achieve. But I 

think the most important thing we can 
do is keep our eye ultimately fixed on 
the target, which is to bring it into 
what is balance using the $113 billion 
that will be available from the Social 
Security surplus. 

With that I yield whatever time I 
have remaining and I thank the Sen
ator from Wisconsin for offering this 
particular amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Wiscon
sin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. First of all let me 
thank the Senator from Virginia for 
his tremendous support on this issue 
all along. 

Now I would like to yield to the Sen
ator from Illinois, who has also been as 
solid as can be in trying to impose 
these tax cuts. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I want to 
commend Senator FEINGOLD who, from 
day one, when both parties were talk
ing about tax cuts, said, "This does not 
make sense. Our priority has to be to 
get this budget balanced." 

As I have said half a dozen times on 
the floor, and I said it in the Budget 
Committee, I commend Senator Do
MENICI for moving toward a balanced 
budget. I disagree with how we get 
there. But the question is right now on 
a tax cut. The next best thing to pass
ing this amendment is to do what Sen
ator MURKOWSKI said on the floor just a 
few minutes ago. He said, as a member 
of the Finance Committee he is not 
going to vote for a tax cut. And I com
mend him for that statement. 

When my friend from New Mexico 
says there ought to be a bonus, we 
ought to get something out of it, I 
think the bonus is to have this budget 
in balance to get our fiscal house in 
order. When he says we ought to get 
something out of it-I know he has 
more children, and more grandchildren 
I believe, than I do. If my three grand
children can have a better future, that 
is what we ought to be interested in. I 
think, frankly, passage of the Feingold 
amendment moves us in that direction. 

I know the Senator from New Mexico 
well enough to know he will not be 
heartbroken if the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin is agreed to. I 
hope it will be agreed to. I am cer
tainly going to vote for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 
I just take 30 seconds and say to my 
good friend, Senator SIMON, I think you 
know a lot. But you do not know 
whether I will be heartbroken or not. 
That is pure speculation. I spoke rath
er vigorously against it. All my in
stincts and all my abilities are to 
speak against it. I have done the very 
best I can. 

You draw your conclusion. I draw my 
own. 

Mr. SIMON. All right. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield 1 minute to 

the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska, who has also been extremely 
helpful on this issue. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend for yielding for 1 minute. I find 
myself very much in the position just 
articulated by my friend and colleague 
from the State of Virginia. We have to 
make hard choices here. I felt about 
that amendment that he referenced 
about like he did. But if we are going 
to make the hard choices then I think 
we should make them. Therefore I en
dorse thoroughly the amendment of
fered by my friend from Wisconsin and 
my friend from South Carolina. 

Certainly, in times like these, when 
we are talking about the concern for 
the defense needs and all the other 
needs we have been talking about all 
during this debate, it seems to me we 
have no way or reason to be talking 
about a tax cut. If there is any money 
left over after doing what we think is 
obviously necessary for national de
fense and these other programs we 
would be talking about, then that is 
where the money should be spent. If 
not there, to reduce the deficit. 

I hope the Senator accepts the 
amendment that is being offered and 
debated at this moment. 

I yield any remaining time I might 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the ranking 
member and ask how much time we 
have left on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute and 10 seconds. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, let 
me use the last brief period of time to 
say in response to the Senator from 
New Mexico that one thing has been 
accomplished even if we do not win on 
this vote. That is, the early effort to 
pretend there was not a tax cut in the 
Senate budget resolution is over. They 
are admitting it now, that there is this 
fund and they are not willing to elimi
nate it. That is progress. Because that 
was the first attempt. 

Why are we not able to support the 
resolution in this form? It is because 
the proposal of the Senator from New 
Mexico is out of balance in the year 
2002 because of this very problem of 
this $170 billion. In fact, what it is, is 
what is left of the crown jewel of the 
Republican contract. It is basically 
lying on the floor now after the vote 
earlier today; 69 to 31 the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Gramm amendment which 
was the crown jewel of the Republican 
contract. This is all that is left of it. 

This amendment is an opportunity to 
say what all the American people real
ly know, which is we cannot afford 
this. As the Senator from Nebraska 
said, we are either going to do deficit 
reduction or we are not. This amend-

ment is the one that allows both par
ties to come together and strike the 
iron while it is hot. 

I hope the Senator from Alaska is 
right and we get it done in the Finance 
Committee but we should do it now on 
the budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado controls 6 minutes 
and 36 seconds. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am an 

admirer of the Senator from Wisconsin. 
He has, I think, forthrightly brought 
forth before the Senate a number of 
proposals that are meant to save 
money. So I rise out of concern over 
his amendment, not over concern over 
the Senator himself but concern over 
the implication. Let me simply go di
rectly to the point. 

He made what I thought was a very 
interesting analogy. He talked about 
this amendment as a proposal to go on 
a diet, to eat carrots and celery and 
other such things. But then to put at 
the end of the diet a large piece of pie. 

I do not think that is an appropriate 
analogy. Let me tell you why. What 
this budget resolution is is a diet. I 
think the Senator from Wisconsin is 
right about that. There is no question 
the Federal budget is overweight and 
this is a diet. This is carrots and cel
ery. As a matter of fact, I think it is so 
good there might be some lean beef in 
here, too, all of which is very helpful to 
lose weight. But the potential at the 
end of the rainbow here is not a piece 
of pie. What it is, is the question of 
whether or not, when you have gone on 
the diet, you can have your suit al
tered. What it is is a question of wheth
er or not you can put a swimming suit 
on. 

If the Senator from Wisconsin wins, 
what he is going to say is you can go 
on your diet, which is the first time 
you have done it in many, many years. 
You can lose the weight, you can eat 
that celery, you can eat those carrots. 
But at the end of the period we are not 
going to let you take your suit off. You 
are going to have to walk around in the 
same baggy suit. There is no reward. 

You can do your job. You can make 
the tough decisions. But, by golly, you 
cannot put on a swimming suit and let 
other people see how trim and attrac
tive you are. Believe me, America is 
trim and attractive, if ever it gets its 
budget in balance. 

Now, that is what the issue is. It is 
not a piece of pie. It is whether or not 
you can enjoy the fruits of your efforts. 

Mr. President, we have had lots of in
flated rhetoric about budgets. Every
one knows it. Everyone knows every 
time we promise to get the budget in 
line, it has not worked. And the reason 
it has not worked is because this Con
gress continuously overspends its own 
budget. So we need some help. There is 
no question about it. And is the prom
ise that if we mind our P's and Q's, if 

we eat our carrots and celery, that we 
will get some reward at the end, some 
help? I think so. We need some help. I 
do not think anybody can seriously 
suggest that this Congress does not 
need help in sticking with its budget 
resolution. 

Now, there is a unique aspect of this. 
This budget resolution does not com
mit to a tax cut. What it says is if you 
pass the budget resolution, if it all 
scores out and if you come back and 
fully reconcile it and fully pass that 
reconciliation-and I think everybody 
knows that is going to be tough and is 
perhaps unlikely-and if you reconcile 
in a way that the President signs-and 
that is an even more difficult question 
because the President has not been en
thusiastic about signing things that 
cut spending-if you get all that, then 
you may be able to talk about this. 

So what we are talking about is a lit
tle incentive for a Congress that I be
lieve is desperately in need of some in
centive, is desperately in need. What 
happens here is if you eliminate any in
centive and you have a Congress that 
goes back to its old ways of overspend
ing its own budget, you make it much 
less likely that we will ever get to the 
promised land, that we will ever keep 
on our diet. 

Mr. President, what is the impact of 
going to someone who is on a diet and 
saying if you make the diet, there is 
going to be no reward at the end? Well, 
it is pretty clear. You diminish the in
centive to get it done. 

It is my judgment, Mr. President, 
and I think one of the American peo
ple, that we ought to be talking about 
more incentives to get this Congress to 
stay on its diet, not less. I hope the 
Members will reject this amendment. 

M:t. President, I retain the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. President, I believe the Senator 
from Maine wishes to speak on this 
subject. How much time do I have re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. I yield back the remain
der of my time, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
·ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would 
like to yield 5 minutes off the resolu
tion to the Senator from Georgia on 
the subject at hand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Feingold amendment of which I am a 
coauthor, to apply the $170 billion fis
cal dividend to deficit reduction. The 
$170 billion set aside in this resolution 
for a later possible tax cut is certainly 
more responsible than the House ap
proach beginning with a $1.2 trillion 
deficit exercise by cutting taxes. The 
House approach to me is like going on 
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the wagon and beginning with 
chugalugging a bottle of whiskey. To 
me that is the analogy. 

The Senate approach is to set the 
money aside until after a reconcili
ation bill is enacted and then making 
it available for a tax cut at the discre
tion of the Budget and Finance Com
mittees and, of course, Congress' later 
approval. 

Mr. President, I believe this fiscal 
dividend brought about by lower inter
est rates and higher economic growth 
will exist if we balance the budget by 
2002. I do not think it is funny money, 
but I think it is very fragile. If we 
touch it by using it either for increased 
spending or tax cuts, I am afraid it 
may break. There is a strong prob
ability that the spending slowdown in 
Medicaid, Medicare, education, agri
culture, and other areas will generate 
more and more opposition from sub
stantial segments of America before 
the cuts are passed by the Congress and 
certainly before they are fully imple
mented over a period of years. 

There is also a probability that in 
cutting projected spending by over $1 
trillion in a 7-year period Congress will 
inadvertently make some serious er
rors which cause extreme hardship and 
which will have to be corrected. 

Mr. President, if my choice is to use 
the dividend, the $170 billion, for tax 
cuts or for easing the most severe im
pacts on Medicare, education and low
income working Americans, I believe 
the priority should be on easing the 
impact, and my votes reflect this. 

However, those are not the only two 
choices. In effect, until this amend
ment is voted on, we will have been 
choosing between either spending the 
$170 billion or refunding it. In either 
case, we will be spending and refunding 
before we have earned the dividend, in 
my view. If I have a choice, as we do on 
this amendment, however, of using the 
$170 billion, which has not yet been 
earned because we passed no reconcili
ation bill-and even when we pass one, 
we all know, looking at catastrophic 
insurance and others, when the public 
rises up in arms over some action by 
the Congress, it does not take us long 
to step back, and that may happen. I 
hope it does not, but it may happen in 
some of these cuts. I think the 
Feingold amendment is the responsible 
way to go because we will be putting 
this $170 billion on the deficit from the 
very beginning, and it will in effect be 
a contingency fund so that if we have 
to back up or some of the cuts do not 
work out as projected, we can still 
work on the goal in the year des
ignated. 

If this amendment passes, there will 
be a small cushion, a small margin for 
error in economic assumptions or other 
assumptions in this plan to achieve a 
balanced budget by 2002. 

I would also remind all of my col
leagues who believe, as I do, that we 

should be balancing the budget without 
using the Social Security surplus, leav
ing the fiscal dividend alone and apply
ing it to deficit reduction, as we will do 
if this amendment passes, would help 
us move toward the goal of a real bal
anced budget in the operating accounts 
rather than simply a unified balance 
which we all know simply postpones 
the day of pain when the general fund 
has to start reimbursing the Social Se
curity fund for the billions and billions 
of dollars owed. In fact, it will be tril
lions by the 2010-2013 range. 

Mr. President, I understand the anal
ogy my friend from Colorado used 
about going on a diet and eating celery 
and carrots and getting thin. But I 
would remind my colleagues that when 
we get to 2002, if everything works out 
in this budget as planned, we will still 
have to borrow the Social Security 
trust fund of $107 billion. And if we 
keep adding to the deficit, we will, 
under this resolution, at the time we 
get to 2002, instead of being slim and 
trim in a swimsuit, we are going to 
still owe to the people holding bonds 
and notes and Treasury bills all over 
this country something to the tune of 
about $6 trillion to $7 trillion. I believe 
the number is now about $4.9 trillion 
that is the national debt. 

So we will not be slim and trim. We 
will be bulging over our bathing suits, 
but we will simply stop in that year 
adding to the fat and the bulge. So I 
am not sure we are going to all want to 
put on our bathing suits in 2002 and 
show the bulges that have been build
ing up for the last 40 years. Neverthe
less, that would be a rather optimistic 
view. 

While the exact estimate would de
pend on what savings and enforcement 
provisions were enacted in the rec
onciliation bill, CBO's previous esti
mate of the fiscal dividend was about 
$350 billion in 2002. If we applied that to 
the deficit reduction, we could cut the 
real deficit, excluding Social Security, 
in half from about $100 billion to $50 
billion in that year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has used the 5 minutes yielded to 
him. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield me 
1 more minute? I think I can complete 
in 1 more minute. 

Mr. EXON. If the Senator could com
plete in 1 minute. We are in a real 
crunch tomorrow for time, much more 
than most people realize. 

Mr. NUNN. I will complete in 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. EXON. One more minute. 
Mr. NUNN. Thirty seconds. 
We all know that someone has to face 

up to the Social Security problem. We 
all know the Social Security system is 
not going to be the same for those in 
their 20's, 30's, and 40's today. It cannot 
be. And the longer we avoid facing up 
to that problem, the worse the problem 
is going to be. Balancing the budget 

without the continued use of the Social 
Security surplus to finance other Gov
ernment spending is an absolute nec
essary first step in that effort. I urge 
my colleagues to strike the reserve 
fund in this resolution and thereby 
apply these funds to the deficit. We 
must focus all of our efforts on creat
ing a fiscal dividend before we refund it 
or consume it. 

I thank the Senator from Nebraska. I 
thank my colleagues. 

Ms. SNOWE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Maine is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1128 
(Purpose: To increase funding for mandatory 

spending in Function 500) 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment to offer. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while 

that amendment is en route, might I 
ask, did I yield back the remainder of 
my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
time was yielded back. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], for 

herself, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BROWN, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. CHAFEE, and Mr. SIMPSON, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1128. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 26, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 26, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 4 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 11 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 12 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 19 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 27, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 11 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 18 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 28, decrease the amount on line 19 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 31, increase the amount on line 12 

by $900,000,000. 
On page 31, increase the amount on line 13 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 31, increase the amount on line 20 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 31, increase the amount on line 21 

by $800,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the amount on line 3 

by $1,000,000,000. 
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On page 32, increase the amount on line 4 

by $900,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the amount on line 11 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the amount on line 12 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the amount on line 19 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 32, increase the amount on line 20 

by $1,100,000,000. 
On page 33, increase the amount on line 2 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 33, increase the amount on line 3 

by $1,100,000,000. 
On page 33, increase the amount on line 10 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 33, increase the amount on line 11 

by $1,100,000,000. 
On page 48, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 48, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 48, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 48, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $100,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 7 

by $200,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 13 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 14 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 49, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 50, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 50, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $300,000,000. 
On page 54, decrease the amount on line 20 

by $400,000,000. 
On page 54, decrease the amount on line 21 

by $400,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 2 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 3 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 16 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 23 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 55, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 56, decrease the amount on line 5 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 56, decrease the amount on line 6 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 56, decrease the amount on line 12 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 56, decrease the amount on line 13 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 64, decrease the amount on line 9 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 64, decrease the amount on line 10 

by $4,300,000,000. 
On page 64, decrease the amount on line 11 

by $6,500,000,000. 
On page 65, decrease the amount on line 17 

by $900,000,000. 
On page 65, decrease the amount on line 18 

by $500,000,000. 
On page 65, decrease the amount on line 24 

by $1,000,000,000. 
On page 65, decrease the amount on line 25 

by $800,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 6 So they need to know what the bot-
by $1,000,000,000. tom line is, and that is what the budg-

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 7 et resolution is all about, to tell them 
by $900,000,000. how much they can spend and they, ae-

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 13 . cordingly, make the determinations as 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 14 to how they will proceed within the ag-
by $1,000,000,000. gregate numbers that have been pro-

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 20 vided to them in the respective func-
by $1,000,000,000. tions within the Federal budget. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 21 I think we are playing a dangerous 
by $1,100,000,000. numbers game if we think we are going 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 2 to just restore funding based on this 
by $1,000,000,000. d th . t t 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 3 dividen at, agam, may no rna e-
by $1,100,000,000. rialize. I do not think that we can be 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 9 fiscally presumptuous in basing these 
by $1,000,000,000. numbers on such a funding mechanism. 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 10 I think that we have the obligation to 
by $1,100,000,000. provide reliable, straightforward, fac-

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I think tual estimates and data to the Appro
that there is no question that edu- priations Committees and the other 
cation is one of the highest priorities committees which will be engaged in 
that we can give in this budget resolu- the work in trying to determine how 
tion, and certainly we should do every- they reach these funding levels that 
thing that we can to ensure that it re- will be contained in this budget resolu-
ceives our greatest attention. tion. 

So I am very pleased to be able to But the amendment that I am offer-
offer an amendment in conjunction ing today with my colleagues, as I said 
with many of my colleague&-Senator earlier, takes a fiscally responsible ap
ABRAHAM, Senator GRASSLEY, Senator proach but, at the same time, helps to 
COHEN, Senator BROWN, Senator KASSE- address the educational needs of the 
BAUM, Senator LOTT, Senator CHAFEE, next generation. 
and Senator SIMPSON-to restore $6.3 Mr. President, we restore $6.3 billion 
billion in the education account. While in additional funding, but at the same 
education will play a key part in the time we provide for specific offsets. 
future of America's children, let us not Now, of course, the appropriate com
also forget the goal of this entire proc- mittees may not follow those rec
ess of this budget resolution and the ommendations. They have the option 
debate we are engaged in to balance of pursuing other categories for spe
the budget by the year 2000 is the cific reductions in spending. But we 
greatest gift we could possibly be- have provided the offsets by reductions 
queath to future generations of Ameri- in funding for the intelligent vehicle 
cans. program, NASA R&D for commercial 

I know there have been various ef- aircraft, new Federal building con
forts to restore funding toward edu- struction, reducing the executive 
cation, but the amendments that have branch air carrier fleet from 1,500 
been offered have certainly contained planes to 1,350 planes and capping em
fundamentally flawed funding mecha- ployee bonuses, Federal employee bo
nisms. There has been much talk and nuses at $100 million from the present 
discussion here in the Senate about the $300 million. 
dividend that the Congressional Budget We think that there are certain pri
Office may provide to score the budget orities that we should target in any 
if we put in place a balanced budget by budget resolution and throughout the 
the year 2002, and that we may achieve budgetary process of this year, one of 
a savings of up to $170 billion. which certainly should be to help pro-

But that may or may not materialize vide very critical and important assist
at the end of 7 years and, obviously, as ance to low- and middle-income !ami
each year goes by, it will be deter- lies who depend upon Federal assist
mined whether or not the targets have ance to provide the educational assist
been met under this balanced budget ance for their children. 
resolution that hopefully will be en- Our amendment ensures adequate 
acted into law, as well as reconcili- funding to protect several very impor
ation. tant policies regarding student finan-

But I do not think that on an issue as cial aid. What we want to do and ac
important as education that we can complish as a result of this amendment 
premise the restoration of funding is to ensure that the Labor and Edu
through an illusory estimate that, as I cation Committee is enforced to make 
said, may or may not be there at the changes in the student loan programs 
end of this budgetary process. that affect home and farm equity, in 

But furthermore, the purpose of the the determination of eligibility for stu
budget resolution is to provide instruc- dent loans, increasing the student loan 
tions to the Appropriate Committees, origination fee or eliminating the 
both the authorizations as well as the grace period for beginning payments 
Appropriations Committees, as to what upon graduation. 
funding levels they can rely upon in Our aim and goal is to ensure that 
which to conduct their work. there are sufficient funds within this 
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account to preclude the Labor and Edu
cation Committee from taking these 
steps, and our amendment is intended 
to provide enough money to protect 
those policies. 

The impact of including home and 
farm equity in the calculations of eligi
bility for Federal assistance would be 
enormous on so many families all 
across this country. All we need to do 
is to examine the situation which oc
curred prior to the enactment and the 
reauthorization of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1992, when home and farm 
equity was considered in determining 
income eligibility for student assist
ance. 

The inclusion of the value of family 
home or farm in the need calculation 
meant that many hard-working mid
dle-income families were not able to 
qualify for student aid. These hard
working families, for whom their home 
or farm was their only real asset, were 
punished by being shut out of Federal 
student aid programs. 

So in 1992, Congress recognized what 
a serious problem this had become for 
many families in America. So, con
sequently, the 1992 higher education 
amendments exempted a family's farm 
or principal resident from the student 
aid program in the calculations of their 
need. This made it possible for low- to 
middle-income families to receive help 
from the Federal Government to send 
their children to college, rather than 
requiring them to try to mortgage 
their home or farms in order to pay for 
their education. 

We want to make sure that Congress 
does not change the present law, which 
has made college more affordable for 
thousands of low- and middle-income 
families, and that is why we worked so 
hard to provide reasonable offsets 
which will hopefully guarantee the 
continuation of present law which 
eliminates consideration of the home 
and the farm from the needs analysis 
for student aid programs. We think 
that these offsets are a fair trade. 

As I said earlier, the committees may 
determine that they can use other off
sets, and that is certainly within our 
purview and the prerogatives of the 
committee. 

Our amendment is intended to ensure 
that those individuals and families liv
ing off limited incomes will continue 
to have access to Federal student aid 
to send their children to college. The 
fact is that farms and homes should 
not be included in the calculation of a 
student's eligibility for student grant 
or loan assistance because those assets 
are not liquid and cannot be easily con
verted to cash for students to use to
ward their college education. 

The second aspect of our amendment 
is student loan original fees which, I 
think, is also a critically important 
issue in terms of costs regarding edu
cation. OBRA 1993 reduced the original 
fee for both subsidized and 

unsubsidized loans from 5 percent to 3 
percent. We believe that that is an im
portant change and would like to see 
the Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee maintain this policy. Increasing 
the loan origination fee increases the 
principal amount that borrowers must 
repay to the Federal Government and 
the amount of interest the student 
must pay. 

Our amendment would provide 
enough money to hopefully protect the 
present origination fee formula. Fi
nally, our amendment would also en
sure there is an adequate grace period 
for those students after they graduate 
from college. We know that certainly 
in these difficult economic times, stu
dents upon graduation do not easily 
find employment, and the current 
grace period is up to 6 months. 

We think it makes sense for us to 
continue to provide a grace period be
cause students do not often find gainful 
employment immediately, and we do 
not want to force them into a situation 
where they end up defaulting on their 
student loan almost immediately upon 
graduation. So this grace period gives 
them a chance not only to find employ
ment but also to begin planning so that 
they can eventually make the pay
ments on their monthly loans. 

As we know from the cost of college 
education and postsecondary edu
cation, it has become a very, very ex
pensive proposition for the students, as 
well as their families. 

We are offering this amendment be
cause we recognize that productivity 
and the performance of our economy is 
intertwined with the investments that 
we make as a Nation in education. 

The structural changes in the Amer
ican economy, the revolution tech
nology, have made it necessary for stu
dents to attain training beyond high 
school for the work force of the future. 

While nearly 40 percent of today's 
jobs are in low-skill occupations, only 
27 percent will fall into that category 
by the year 2000. At the same time, 
jobs in high-skill occupations will rise 
from 24 percent to 41 percent of the 
work force. 

Looking at the new jobs that are 
being created, and will be created in 
this decade, more than half of the new 
jobs created presently between now as 
well as the year 2000, will require edu
cation beyond high school. 

In fact, the median year of education 
required by the new jobs is 13.5. This is 
a year and a half beyond high school. 
Therefore, every worker is going to 
have to recognize that they will re
quire not only high school education 
but certainly a postsecondary edu
cation of some kind, whether it is a 4-
year college degree or technical edu
cation. Whatever it will be, it will re
quire not only postsecondary education 
but schooling beyond that, as well. 

Men and women who continue their 
education beyond high school, as we 

have seen in study after study, have 
consistently earned more money on av
erage each year than those who do not. 

In 1990, for example, the average in
come for high school graduates was al
most $18,ooo·. For those who had 1 to 3 
years of a college education, earned on 
the average $24,000. Those who grad
uated from college and received a col
lege diploma received on average sal
ary of $31,000. These statistics are from 
the Census Bureau. 

The entire country benefits, as well. 
For every $1 we invest in education we 
get enormous returns as a result. Back 
in 1990, another study was conducted 
that analyzed the school assistance 
that was provided to high school stu
dents back in 1972. For every $1 that 
the Federal Government invested in 
the student loan programs at that 
time, the Government received $4.3 in 
return in tax revenues. 

According to a study by the Brook
ings Institute, over the last 60 years, 
education and advancements in knowl
edge have accounted for 37 percent of 
our Nation's economic growth. 

At a time in which education is be
coming paramount in this global arena, 
where it is going to make the dif
ference for an individual and the kind 
of living that can be enjoying for them
selves and their families, education 
puts them on the cutting edge. It puts 
our Nation on the threshold of com
petition for the future. 

If we deny individuals the oppor
tunity to receive an education because 
they lack the financial assistance or 
the access to financial assistance, 
clearly, we as a Nation, are going to 
suffer. 

Costs of education have increased 
significantly, two to three times faster 
than the growth of median incomes. 
Without student aid, increasing costs 
make higher education out of reach for 
millions of Americans. 

At a time when college costs are in
creasing dramatically, in fact, since 
1988 college costs have risen by 54 per
cent. We know salaries and income for 
families have not increased 54 percent. 

We have to make sure that we care
fully retain policies that will make 
higher education accessible to millions 
of low- and middle-income families. 

I also would like to read part of a let
ter from the American Council of Edu
cation which supports this amendment, 
saying "It will help millions of low
and moderate-income students fulfill 
their goal of a college education. Pas
sage of your amendment is essential if 
the fundamental promise of the Fed
eral student loan program is to remain 
available to future generations of col
lege students. We are grateful to you 
for offering it, and we urge all Members 
to vote in favor of it." 

I know this amendment will make a 
significant contribution to students 
pursuing a higher education. I am 
pleased to be joined by several of my 
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colleagues who have cosponsored this 
legislation. 

I would now like to yield to the Chair 
of the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee who is a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Senator from Maine 
yielding. I am very pleased to offer my 
support to the amendment that has 
been offered by Senator SNOWE and 
Senator ABRAHAM. 

As Senator SNOWE has pointed out, 
this amendment would soften the im
pact of the budget resolution on Fed
eral student loan programs by reducing 
the reconciliation instruction to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources by $6.3 billion over 7 years. 

At the same time, it maintains the 
objective of the resolution to achieve a 
balanced budget by the year 2002 by 
making offsetting reductions in other 
budget functions. 

During the course of the debate on 
this budget resolution, I have listened 
to my colleagues speak about the sig
nificance of restoring sound fiscal pol
icy. Many have spoken to the fact that 
the true beneficiaries of this effort will 
be future generation&-our children. I 
strongly agree. 

I was privileged, and it was certainly 
a lesson in learning about the works of 
the budget and the Senate and the op
erations of Government, to serve on 
the Budget Committee for a number of 
years. I would like to at this time, Mr. 
President, particularly commend Sen
ator DOMENICI, as chairman of the 
Budget Committee, who has for years, 
labored in the vineyards of budgetary 
policy and has put forward for the Sen
ate, at this time, I think, an extraor
dinary budget. All who served on the 
Budget Committee should be com
mended because it is not an easy task. 

This amendment that is being put 
forward by Senator SNOWE and Senator 
ABRAHAM does not compromise the re
solve to put our fiscal house in order. 
Nor does it impair the budget resolu
tion. What it does is revise and realign 
our priorities just slightly in the con
text of the entire budget, but signifi
cantly in our ability to fulfill what I 
think most agree is an appropriate and 
valuable role for the Federal Govern
ment. 

I recognize that as chairman of the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee I might be accused of having adopt
ed a "not in my backyard" attitude to
ward the budget resolution. Let me as
sure my colleagues that this is not the 
case. 

The committee will do its fair share 
toward reducing the size and scope and 
expense of Government. In fact, we 
started early making a 25-percent re
duction in the committee's own budg
et, which was the largest cut in any of 
the Senate committee budgets. 

This is an amendment that should 
pass. It has offsets that keep the budg-

et on course toward balance. It makes 
no overly optimistic assumptions. It 
does not touch taxes. It is a serious at
tempt to stay within the parameters 
which a majority of the Senate Com
mittee on the Budget endorsed in re
porting this resolution. 

I think it is also important to re
member what the budget resolution is. 
It is a resolution that makes no ref
erence to any specific program; rather, 
it divides spending into broad overall 
categories. 

I understand this amendment as
sumes some specific outsets. There are 
many other assumptions that could 
have been used to specifically define 
those offsets. 

However, at this stage they are just 
that-assumption&-and nothing more. 
They are not mandates on authorizers 
and appropriators. In the end, author
izers and appropriators will make the 
decisions on individual programs. 

Some of my colleagues may have ob
jections to any specific offsets that 
may have been de linea ted and dis
cussed in relation to this amendment. 

While I am concerned about some of 
the assumptions, one which may be re
garding the NASA aviation research 
program, aviation research is vital not 
only to industry but also to public 
safety and the environment. 

However, Mr. President, it is impor
tant to remember that the amendment 
itself does not refer to the advanced 
subsonic technology program or high
speed research, or NASA, for that mat
ter. 

It refers only to a slight reduction in 
the overall transportation function. 
Less than one-half of 1 percent, in fact. 

I would like to ask Senator SNOWE, is 
that not correct? 

Ms. SNOWE. I would like to answer 
the Senator from Kansas. The Senator 
is absolutely correct. We recommend 
offsets so that we determine the credi
bility of our numbers and ensuring the 
committee can reach those funding lev
els, but certainly it is within the pre
raga ti ve of the respective committees 
to determine how they reach those 
numbers. 

They may choose to arrive at them 
in a different way and make different 
reductions and offsets than the ones we 
recommended. The specific offsets are 
not included in the legislation. We 
want to make sure they understand 
that we have some credible numbers 
that have been scored by the CBO. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maine. 

I am confident, Mr. President, that 
the authorizers and appropriators will 
evaluate programs under their jurisdic
tion and set their own priorities. That 
has always .been the case. It will con
tinue to be the case. 

This amendment leaves them more 
than enough room to preserve a vi tal 
NASA function, for instance, aviation 
function, and meet the country's press-

ing transportation infrastructure 
needs. 

Likewise, the budget resolution 
makes no specific assumptions about 
how the Senate Committee and Labor 
and Human Resources will meet its in
struction on mandatory spending. Yet, 
the range of options available to the 
committee on mandatory programs is 
much more limited. 

Even the adoption of this amendment 
will not leave the committee with an 
easy task-as we still must produce 
over $7 billion in savings among a rath
er limited number of options. I would 
like to go further, but I do not believe 
it would be realistic to do so. 

I share the goal of assuring that our 
Nation's young people do not face a fu
ture in which the burden of public debt 
smothers their capacity to benefit from 
the fruits of their own labor. 

I thought Senator SNOWE, in her 
comments, very eloquently laid out ex
actly why it was very important to be 
able to add this money back to assist 
with the student loan program in ways 
that I think we all recognize would be 
very beneficial. 

I believe the Snowe-Abraham amend
ment strikes a reasonable balance be
tween these two important objectives. 
I urge its adoption by the Senate when 
this amendment comes to a vote. 

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa, 
Senator GRASSLEY. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to speak briefly in support of the 
amendment offered by Senators SNOWE, 
ABRAHAM, and myself. 

Let me just say that as the 2d rank
ing Republican on the Budget Commit
tee, and having served on the Budget 
Committee for over 14 years, how much 
the committee has benefitted from the 
infusion of knowledge, ideas, and en
ergy from these two Senators, Senator 
SNOWE and Senator ABRAHAM, as well 
as Senator FRIST, the other newcomer 
to the committee. 

I am pleased to be joining these two 
Senators as an original cosponsor of 
this amendment which lessens the debt 
our undergraduate students will face 
and also ensures that students will not 
be denied eligibility for loans because 
of the value of their family's home or 
farm. 

I commend the Senators for offering 
this amendment. 

It should not be forgotten though 
that it is this budget resolution and 
the tremendous work of Chairman Do
MENICI that will do so much to benefit 
our students, both undergraduate and 
graduate. 

The lower interest rates that will be 
achieved by getting to balance by 2002, 
will translate into hundreds of millions 
in savings for students who are paying 
off their student loans. 

It is important to note that this 
amendment offers real offsets for the 



14086 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 23, 1995 
programs it wants to fund. This amend
ment doesn't do across-the-board cuts, 
or worse, tries to pay for it by assum
ing funds from the economic dividend. 
This amendment provides real offsets 
from other discretionary spending. 

I would like to comment briefly on 
one of the offsets-cutting back part of 
the Government's private airlines. 

I have asked the GAO to review the 
number of planes that are owned by the 
Federal Government. Incredibly, the 
Federal Government, not including 
DoD, has over 1500 planes-most of 
which are owned. 

Agencies like the Panama Canal 
Commission, the Resolution Trust Cor
poration, and the General Services Ad
ministration all have planes. 

Now many of these planes are nec
essary, and do have important mis
sions. However, GAO has found that a 
significant number of these planes have 
as their primary mission ferrying sen
ior Government officials around. 

Similarly, the President's Commis
sion on Integrity and Efficiency has 
found that many of these aircraft are 
not necessary. 

When we are asking others to tighten 
their belts we cannot continue to fund 
a private airfleet for Government offi
cials. 

A good example of the wastefulness 
of these Government-owned aircraft is 
highlighted in a recent report by the 
NASA inspector general: 

Several NASA aircraft were used by NASA 
employees, other Government employees, 
and non-Federal travelers for official travel 
at higher costs than using commercial air
lines. 

An analysis of fiscal year 1992 and fiscal 
year 1993 travel, comparing the cost of travel 
using seven of the eight aircraft-NASA 
owned aircraft-with the cost of using com
mercial air flights, showed $5.9 million could 
be saved annually by using the commercial 
flights. 

This amendment assumes the selling 
of only a small number of planes, 150, 
approximately the number that GAO 
believes are being used for travel pur
poses. The amendment still allows the 
Government to retain over 1,400 planes 
to achieve their missions. 

This is a good amendment. I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of this amend
ment that will help young people to at
tend college. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, it gives 

me a great deal of pleasure to yield as 
much time as he may consume to Sen
ator ABRAHAM of Michigan, who helped 
in developing this amendment. I was 
pleased to work with him because we 
share the goal in advancing the needs 
for our families in this country with 
respect to education. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, today 
I join Senator SNOWE in offering an 
amendment to restore $6.3 billion in 
mandatory education spending through 
offsetting cuts to corporate welfare and 
general Government. 

Before I discuss the details of the 
amendment, let me make clear that 
my sponsorship in no way detracts 
from the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee or his resolution. Senator Do
MENICI and his staff have done a Hercu
lean task of putting this budget to
gether and they should be applauded. 
In the area of education, however, I 
have some concerns. 

Mr. President, going to college has 
been an integral part of the American 
dream ever since Harvard University 
was established by the General Court 
of Massachusetts in 1636. For millions 
of young Americans from lower and 
middle-class families, a college edu
cation is the first step towards a 
brighter and more productive future. 
For many of these families, however, 
that dream is out of reach without 
some form of assistance. The student 
loan program makes it possible for 
children from families of modest means 
to attend college and get their degree. 

Because of the important role the 
student loan program plays in so many 
lives, I am concerned that the spending 
reductions included in the education, 
training, employment, and social serv
ices function will result i.n decreased 
access for low- and middle-income stu
dents to a college education. While it 
should be noted that the reductions in 
this function will not necessarily come 
out of the student loan program, the 
size of the reconciliation instructions 
included for the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee make such cuts 
possible. 

By reducing these instructions by 
$6.3 billion, I hope to relieve pressure 
on the authorizing committee so that 
in reaching their target, they don't 
have to resort to some of the cuts list
ed in the CBO "Spending and Revenue 
Options" book for mandatory edu
cation spending. 

Options like increasing the student 
origination fee, including home and 
farm equity for when calculating finan
cial need, and eliminating the 6-month 
grace period between graduation and 
when the loan payments begin hit stu
dents and then families hard when they 
can afford it the least. The goal of this 
amendment is to protect undergradu
ate students from higher out-of-pocket
costs when they apply for Federal 
loans. 

To pay for this restoration of fund
ing, we are offering the offsets from the 
transportation, general government, 
and allowances function. Speaking gen
erally, I am certain a good case could 
be made for each of these spending 
areas. With the goal of balancing the 
budget, however, the Senate must set 
priorities, and trading corporate wel
fare for the dream of a college edu
cation is a good bargain. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
just say that the Federal Government 
has been helping students gain access 
to higher education for over 40 years. 

This partnership has enabled millions 
of men and women to go to college, get 
their degree, and go on to live more 
productive and creative lives. This 
amendment would protect that tradi
tion and ensure; that student loans con
tinue to be available to all Americans. 
It is a good amendment, and I hope the 
Senate will support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. SNOWE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would 

like to inquire as to how much time is 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 27 minutes 50 seconds. 

Ms. SNOWE. I would now yield 5 min
utes to the Senator from Rhode Island, 
Senator CHAFEE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Maine 
for yielding me some time and con
gratulate her and Senator ABRAHAM for 
the amendment which they have pre
sented and of which I am a cosponsor. 

I believe they are on the right track. 
Any time you make substitutions, as 
the Senator from Kansas pointed out, 
it is difficult. But I think the selection 
of the substitutions that Senators 
SNOWE and ABRAHAM made are good 
ones. So that is a fine amendment and 
I am glad to be a cosponsor of it. 

I would just like to say, if I might, a 
few words about this budget we are 
considering here today and will vote on 
tomorrow. It seems to me tremen
dously important that we bear in mind 
that for 33 straight years this Nation of 
ours, through wars and recessions, 
through good economic times and 
through bad economic times, the Fed
eral Government has continually had 
to borrow money each year to pay its 
bills. Why is this so bad? What it 
means is that each year we continue to 
finance the Government with debt, and 
in doing so we steal the economic pros
perity of our children and our grand
children. Interest expenses this year 
totaled $235 billion. Not a penny of that 
for principal-$235 billion; 15 percent of 
the total budget of the United States 
now is being spent on interest on the 
debt. That amount of $235 billion will 
increase to $400 billion in just 10 years 
unless we do something about this 
budget. 

With the problem so clearly defined, 
you would think the President would 
have addressed it when he sent up a 
budget this year. But he did not. In
stead, the President sent us a budget 
that had $200 billion of deficit this 
year, and over the next 7 years he con
tinued with deficits of the same nature. 

I do not think that continuing on the 
path of deficit spending is acceptable. 
To me it is morally wrong to be send
ing these bills on to our children and 
future generations. Some Members on 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14087 
the other side of the aisle have sug
gested that selecting 7 years from now, 
the year 2002 is arbitrary. I mean why 
do you select 2002? How about 2005? 
There is nothing magic about 2002. But 
let us get on with the job. Once you 
start down the slippery slope of saying 
how about 2005, how about 2015 or 2020? 
I do not go with the thinking of post
poning it beyond 7 years. Seven years 
provides us with enough time to imple
ment the cuts in a manner that does 
not jeopardize our economy. 

Like every Senator, I have heard 
from people who come up to me, as 
every Senator here has had the experi
ence, and they say, "I am for balancing 
the budget, but"-the next word is al
ways "but"-"but please protect this 
particular program I am interested in," 
whether it is education or the environ
ment or health care or doing some
thing about law enforcement. You al
ways hear that word "but," but do 
something about greater research at 
the NIH-whatever it might be. 

If we are going to balance this budg
et, we have to have hits right across 
the board, in a whole series of attrac
tive programs. Is this the perfect budg
et? I do not think it is. I suppose, if 
they had asked me to draw up a budg
et, I could have done a better job, prob
ably. That is what I think. And every 
single Senator here thinks the same 
thing. But this budget is the first one 
in three decades that puts us on a path 
of fiscal responsibility. I congratulate 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, Senator DOMENICI, for the extraor
dinary work he has done. Not only Sen
ator DOMENICI, but the members of his 
committee likewise deserve congratu
lations. 

We have a choice. We can stick with 
the status quo. We can do nothing. And 
we can just go on with $200 billion of 
deficit this year going up to $400 billion 
in a few years. Or we can end these 
deficits and do it now. The budget be
fore us leads America away from the 
red ink and toward a better future for 
our children. 

If we succeed in balancing this budg
et, as we are on the path to doing now, 
we will reap the benefits of lower inter
est rates, stronger economic growth, 
and the feeling, that wonderful feeling 
that we are passing this Nation on to 
our children in better condition than 
we found it. What could be more worth
while than that? What more worthy 
goal than to say we are not going to 
continue passing these bills on to our 
children and grandchildren? 

Mr. President, I just hope this budget 
before us will receive the support from 
every single Senator when we vote on 
it tomorrow afternoon. Again, I con
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Maine and the distinguished Sen
ator from Michigan for the excellent 
amendment which they have submit
ted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would 
now yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
want to elaborate a little further on 
some of the reasons why I think this 
amendment is so important. As a can
didate for the Senate during the 1994 
campaign, I traveled throughout my 
State. I was struck by the extent to 
which young people in Michigan, col
lege students, high school students, 
and others really believe that it was 
important that we focus on the future. 
They were looking to us, I think, those 
of us had who were running, to try to 
address how we could make our Nation 
more competitive, how we could ex
pand opportunities, particularly oppor
tunities in the private sector in the 
next century, how we could be more 
competitive in a global environment in 
which we compete no longer with just 
three or four other industrial nations 
but with virtually the whole world. 

I think, as I talked to people, both 
those who might themselves be bene
ficiaries of student loans in this 7-year 
period we are discussing but also to 
leaders of industry in my State, it be
came increasingly clear to me that a 
top priority had to be a well-educated 
work force, a work force prepared to be 
competitive with the kind of global 
economy which we will encounter. 

That is why I think it is important 
that we make our citizenry as competi
tive as it can be. I believe this amend
ment, by producing the kinds of envi
ronments in which not only the volume 
of student loans that are available does 
not decrease but the access to those 
loans by people of more modest means 
remains unchanged, is the way by 
which we can fulfill for many people 
their dreams to be able to participate 
fully in the kind of competitive eco
nomic environment of the future. 

For that reason, I think the amend
ment particularly is sensible, one that 
I hope other Members of the Senate 
will join us in supporting when we cast 
our votes on this. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am . 
pleased to join Senators SNOWE, ABRA
HAM, GRASSLEY, BROWN, KASSEBAUM, 
and others in offering an amendment 
to the fiscal year 1996 budget resolu
tion to restore funds to valuable edu
cation programs by reducing funding 
for Federal building projects by 50 per
cent. 

I strongly support this amendment 
and believe that it represents a much 
better use of scarce Federal resources. 
I am very concerned about the cost of 
Federal construction projects. Last 
Congress, I introduced legislation to 
reform the way the Federal Govern
ment manages its office space. I was 
concerned that the Government had 
billions of dollars in construction 
projects in the works and did not seem 

to be focusing enough attention on 
whether these projects were being con
structed or renovated in the most cost
effective manner, whether the Federal 
Government was building in areas al
ready glutted with commercial real es
tate, or even whether projects were 
truly needed. 

Numerous General Accounting Office 
[GAO], and General Services Adminis
tration [GSA], Inspector General [IG] 
reports over the years have consist
ently identified problems in GSA's real 
estate portfolio and its chronic history 
of wasteful spending and mismanage
ment. The agency's long standing prob
lems have significantly impaired its 
ability to meet the property needs of 
the Federal Government in a cost-ef
fective and business-like manner. My 
legislation directed OMB to review 
Federal property management policies 
and implement changes to ensure bet
ter coordination among Federal agen
cies, focus on longer term cost-effec
tiveness, and achieve cost savings. 
While my legislation was passed by the 
Senate, it was amended in conference 
to require GAO to do a study to deter
mine the feasibility and effectiveness 
of establishing a single Federal agency 
responsible for selling and otherwise 
disposing of real property owned by the 
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment [HUD], Farmers Home Ad
ministration, Department of Agri
culture, Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration [FDIC], and the Resolution 
Trust Corporation [RTC]. This report is 
due out later this year. 

In July 1993, I held a hearing in the 
Senate Subcommittee on Oversight of 
Government Management to examine 
how GSA manages its real estate. The 
results were quite disturbing. The 
hearing highlighted the fact that the 
Federal Government was constructing 
it did not need and leasing buildings it 
could not afford. Last May, the full 
Governmental Affairs Committee ex
amined waste in the Federal court
house construction program. The hear
ing illustrated that the Federal Gov
ernment was wasting millions of dol
lars on courthouses that were padded 
with extravagant features such as 
brass doorknobs, kitchenettes, custom 
lighting, and expensive wood paneling. 

During these hearings, R.S. Means, a 
Boston company that surveys con
struction costs, reported that the Fed
eral Government was paying at least 
two to three times as much to build a 
Federal courthouse or office building 
than it cost to build a State court
house or construct a building for the 
private sector. 

The GAO also found major flaws in 
the methodology used by the Federal 
judiciary for estimating future court 
space needs. As a result, future space 
needs for a 10-year period were over
estimated by more than 3 million 
square feet which, if authorized, could 
result in $1.1 billion in unneeded court
house space. I, along with a number of 
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my colleagues, wrote GAO to request 
an audit of the Federal courthouse con
struction program. That report is due 
out later this year. 

Last March, Senator KERREY and I 
offered a sense-of-the-Senate amend
ment to the fiscal year 1995 budget res
olution calling for a 1-year moratorium 
on construction of new Federal court
houses. Although it passed the Senate, 
the provision was dropped in con
ference and a number of courthouses 
and other Federal office buildings were 
subsequently funded. 

More recently, I joined Senator 
KERREY in offering an amendment to 
the rescission bill that would have 
added over $300 million in deficit reduc
tion to be taken from wasteful or un
necessary GSA projects. The amend
ment would have scaled back projects 
that were not authorized or that the 
GSA itself has either never asked for or 
said are unnecessary or lavish. Senator 
SHELBY offered a second degree amend
ment which expanded the projects cov
ered to all Federal new construction, 
repair and alteration projects, includ
ing those that had gone through the 
normal authorization process, elimi
nating $1.9 billion in funding for Fed
eral construction projects. Unfortu
nately, much of the $1.9 billion cut by 
the Shelby amendment was restored in 
conference. Mr. President, at a time 
when we are looking at cuts in edu
cation and many valuable programs, I 
find it hard to believe that we cannot 
find the means to cut funds for Federal 
building projects first. 

I have commended GSA Adminis
trator Roger Johnson in the past for 
his efforts to reform GSA and save tax
payers' dollars. At his confirmation 
hearing. I asked Johnson to suspend 
and review all Federal construction 
projects to determine if the projects 
were truly needed. GSA Administrator 
Roger Johnson's time out and review 
looked at about 200 construction and 
leasing projects and recommended 
changes with potential savings of $1.2 
billion. While this is certainly a step in 
the right direction, more still needs to 
be done. 

As Congress looks for ways to ad
dress the Federal budget deficit, we 
must ensure that Government pro
grams and agencies are operating in 
the most cost effective manner pos
sible. In these times of tight budgetary 
constraint, this amendment makes 
sense. I am pleased to cosponsor this 
amendment which will reduce funding 
of Federal buildings projects by 50 per
cent, on top of the 25 percent already 
assumed in the budget resolution, and 
target these funds to helping students 
go to college. This amendment rep
resents a better use of scarce Federal 
dollars and puts money back into im
portant education programs. I urge my 
colleagues to support the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment proposed 

by Senators SNOWE, ABRAHAM, GRASS
LEY, BROWN, KASSEBAUM, COHEN, LOTT, 
and CHAFEE. 

I support the goal of the amend
ment-to provide increased funds for 
higher education. My record is clear 
and unequivical on education funding. 
These funds must be increased, but not 
in the way proposed by the proponents 
of this amendment. I would like to 
speak about two of the offsets that the 
amendment identifies and discuss the 
impact which these cuts would have on 
our economy. 

First, the amendment would zero out 
two important NASA programs. These 
programs are the R&D or seed corn 
type programs which many of my col
leagues have heard me speak about in 
the past. This amendment would zero 
out NASA's High-Speed Research Pro
gram, and NASA's Advanced Subsonic 
Technology Program. 

Before I talk about these specific 
programs, I would like to observe that 
NASA has already absorbed more than 
its share of budget cuts. A couple of 
figures will illustrate what I am talk
ing about: In fiscal year 1993, NASA's 5-
year budget request was about $122 bil
lion. The fiscal year 1996 request is now 
$82 billion for the next 5 years. NASA 
has been cut by one-third in just over 2 
years. 

NASA has stepped up to the plate to 
reduce bureaucracy and improve the 
way it does business. Under Dan 
Goldin's leadership the agency is cur
rently going through a painful process 
of reducing its budget by $5 billion over 
the next 5 years. Mr. Goldin believes 
that this can be achieved without 
eliminating programs. He has a tough 
row to hoe to achieve this. Further 
cuts in NASA's budget will simply re
sult in the elimination of current pro
grams. 

Now, let me talk about the High
Speed Research Program first. The 
goal of this program is to help develop 
the technologies industry needs to de
sign and build an environmentally 
compatible and economically competi
tive high-speed civil jet transport for 
the 21st century. The technology devel
opments are to reach an appropriate 
stage of maturity to enable an industry 
decision on aircraft production by 2001. 

Mr. President, the technologies cur
rently needed to develop such a trans
port are beyond the state of the art. 
NASA estimates that industry will 
need to invest more than $20 billion to 
bring such a transport to market. 

Studies have identified a substantial 
market for a future supersonic airliner 
to meet rapidly growing demand for 
long-haul travel, particularly across 
the Pacific. Over the period from 2005 
to 2015, this market could support 500 
to 1,000 aircraft, creating a multibillion 
dollar sales opportunity for its produc
ers. Such an aircraft will be essential 
for capturing the valuable long-haul 
Pacific rim market. 

As currently envisioned an HSCT air
craft should be designed to carry 300 
passengers at Mach 2.4 on transoceanic 
routes over distances up to 6,000 nau
tical miles at fares comparable to sub
sonic transports. 

Now let me talk about the Advanced 
Subsonic Technology Program. 

The goal of NASA's Advanced Sub
sonic Technology Program is to de
velop, in cooperation with the FAA and 
the U.S. aeronautics industry, high 
payoff technologies to enable a safe, 
highly productive global air transpor
tation system that includes a new gen
eration of environmentally compatible, 
economical U.S. subsonic aircraft. 
Some of the technologies and issues 
being studied and developed in this pro
gram include: 

Fly by light/power by wire: a fully 
digital aircraft control system which 
would be substantially lighter, more 
reliable, and efficient than current 
control systems. 

Aging aircraft: to develop new ways 
of inspecting aircraft to determine 
their airworthiness. New approaches 
are being developed to determine the 
residual strength in airframes using 
advanced nondestructive technologies. 
It might be worth thinking about this 
program the next time you are sitting 
in a 727 that is 20 years old waiting to 
take off on a cross-country flight. 

Noise reduction: This program is de
veloping technologies to reduce air
craft noise by 10 decibels or more by 
the year 2000. 

Terminal area productivity: Tech
nologies, chiefly involving air traffic 
control, that can improve the effi
ciency of operations on the ground at 
busy airports. 

Integrated wing design: New con
cepts, design methodologies, model fab
rication and test techniques are being 
developed to provide industry an inte
grated capability to achieve increased 
aircraft performance at lower cost. 

Propulsion: Technologies to improve 
fuel efficiency of future commercial en
gines by at least 8 percent and reduce 
nitrogen oxides by 70 percent over cur
rent technology. These are only some 
of the technologies being developed 
under the program which the amend
ment's proponents would completely 
gut. It is a truly shortsighted amend
ment that would eliminate these im
portant applied technology programs. 

Mr. President, it is no secret that 
aerospace business is a Government
private sector partnership. Historically 
our Government has funded aero
nautics R&D, and industry has taken 
this basic technology and developed 
aircraft that have dominated the world 
market. Over the last decade or so, 
other governments have gotten into 
the act. Currently the U.S. Market 
share is about 65 percent, down from 
about 91 percent in the 1960's. 

Cutting these two important pro
grams will not help us regain this mar
ket share-quite the opposite. We will 
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be sending a signal that the U.S. air
craft industry will be less competitive. 

In summary, the advanced subsonic 
technology: 

Meets future technology needs for 
next generation aircraft. 

Enables NASA to develop high-risk, 
high-payoff, precompetitive technology 
to prove feasibility so that industry 
may complete development and apply 
technology to specific products. 

Will result in accomplishments in 
noise prediction codes for quieter en
gines, nondestructive evaluation tech
niques for detecting corrosion, cracks 
and disbands; analytical tools to under
stand airraft wake cortices for safe 
landings. 

Assists in preserving 1 million U.S. 
high-quality jobs and $25 to $30 billion 
annual positive balance of trade for 
U.S. aviation. 

The High-Speed Research program 
will: 

Enable NASA to develop early, high
risk technology for future environ
mentally compatible, economically 
competitive, high-speed civil transport 
aircraft-technologies needed are be
yond state of the art; 

Industry will take NASA technology 
and invest $20 billion to actually de
velop aircraft, and 

If the United States is first to mar
ket, the U.S. market share could grow 
to 80 percent, achieve $200 billion in 
sales, and create 140,000 new U.S. jobs. 

Thank you Mr. President. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against the Snowe
Abraham amendment. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would 
like to say in conclusion that I cer
tainly appreciate the efforts by the 
Senator from Michigan, and other col
leagues and cosponsors of this amend
ment, on a very critical and important 
issue in our estimation. We want to be 
sure that the American people under
stand and know that we consider edu
cation to be one of the highest prior
ities. That is why we are seeking tore
store $6.3 billion in the education ac
count. 

When you consider the fact that 
since 1988 students' education costs in
creased by 219 percent, it is almost dif
ficult to comprehend, because the aver
age family has been struggling since 
that time in some very difficult and 
unusual economic times, considering 
the recession that we have had, cer
tainly in my State of Maine and in the 
New England area, which was the hard
est hit in addition to the other parts of 
the country, especially California. We 
represented a third of all of the jobs 
that were lost during the course of that 
recession. 

So when you consider the fact that 
education needs became more impor
tant, we have to make sure that they 
have access to adequate funding for fi 
nancial assistance in the future. Not 
only is it essential for their future , but 
it also essential to this country's fu-
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ture when you consider how important 
the educational experience is going to 
be for global competition in and for the 
economic world we will be facing in the 
next century and beyond. 

So I appreciate the statements that 
have been made by all of my col
leagues. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). Is there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Ms. SNOWE. I yield back the remain

der of my time. 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. EXON. I yield time for an inquiry 

by the Senator from Arkansas, or I will 
yield him what time he needs on his 
amendment. I guess what we were hop
ing for is to restore the balance of the 
time due on this side on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Maine. I would make inquiry at this 
time, if the Senator from Maine would 
consider setting aside her amendment 
now that the yeas and nays have been 
ordered so that we can allow Senator 
BUMPERS to proceed with the offering 
of an amendment that he has that we 
will vote on tomorrow. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I was 
not here. But essentially there is time 
remaining in opposition to the amend
ment. I have to use a little bit of that. 
In fact, that is what I was discussing. I 
told the Senator I wanted to discuss 
this before I asked her to set her 
amendment aside. 

So I am willing that that time be 
charged in opposition, however, any
body would want to do it. If somebody 
wants to speak on the general budget, 
I will yield them time. Does the Sen
ator from Alabama need time? 

Mr. SHELBY. I need 15 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 15 minutes in 

opposition to the Snowe amendment at 
this point. I am trying to make ar
rangements. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, over the 

past few days Members on the other 
side of the aisle basically have claimed 
to represent the best interests of hard
working Americans. They stood up 
with charts and made passionate 
speeches, and say they know better. 
They criticized the Domenici budget, 
although they have no budget of their 
own. 

I believe that the budget resolution 
debate has been demagogued to death. 

This debate has been turned into an 
issue of who is compassionate and who 

is not, and rich against poor, even 
though the Senate budget resolution 
does not include $1 yet in tax cuts. 
Never mind we do not touch Head 
Start. Never mind that we do not touch 
the School Lunch Program. Mr. Presi
dent, never mind that we do not cut 
Social Security. Never mind that we 
preserve Medicare, which will go bank
rupt unless responsible leaders take ac
tion. 

I believe we need tonight to discuss 
the real issues, like our tremendous na
tional debt and our endless string of 
deficits. I believe that people on the 
other side of the aisle do not want to 
debate basically the fact that we are 
the biggest debtor nation in the world. 
People on the other side of the aisle I 
believe do not basically want to debate 
the fact that the dollar is, overall, los
ing its value against most major cur
rencies, and that hard-working Ameri
cans are losing purchasing power every 
time the dollar depreciates. No, Mr. 
President, they will not debate the real 
issues. 

Mr. President, I was once told that 
on the other side of the aisle people see 
what they want to see, and that the 
Republicans have the unfortunate 
tendency of seeing what is there. I 
would like to show you what is there. 
Because what is there are the real is
sues. 

I want to share with you a chart, if I 
can, a chart that shows the Federal 
Government's net financial assets be
ginning in the year 1946, which is over 
here, through 1993. Instead of an up
ward spiral, you see a downward spiral 
because these are real issues. 

This chart comes from data con
tained in the 1995 Economic Report of 
the President. It shows the Federal 
Government's net financial assets, as I 
said, from 1946 to 1993. 

As one can see on the chart, the Fed
eral Government is depleting the na
tional wealth of the United States 
every year. It is going down. But look 
at it over here, how fast it is going 
down . The greatest country in the 
world, Mr. President, the United States 
of America, the great economic leader 
of our time, possessed net financial as
sets of nearly $3 trillion in 1993. Far 
from saving our children and investing 
in our kids for tomorrow, the spending 
machine of the Federal Government is 
squandering away our resources at a 
record rate. 

The chart says it better than we can. 
In fact, net financial assets of the Fed
eral Government have been decreasing 
at a rate of 7.1 percent a year over the 
past 20 years, while private wealth has 
grown only 3.2 percent. The Federal 
Government is depleting national 
wealth at a rate twice as fast as the 
private sector can create. This is a 
trend that we cannot simply sustain as 
a Nation. 

There is a direct impact in the rise in 
Government budget deficits, which is 
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to worsen the current account balance 
and place upward pressure on interest 
rates. Our current account stood at 
$104 billion in 1993. This means we ei
ther sold $104 billion in assets to for
eign entities, borrowed $104 billion 
from foreign entities, or a combination 
of the two. 

Although a current account deficit in 
and of itself is not a bad thing, the ac
cumulation of persistent current ac
count deficits over time leads to an 
overwhelmingly external debt that we 
have today. These deficits identify a 
systematic shortfall of savings below 
investment due to an expansion con
sumption relative to income. 

The implication is that we borrowed 
to finance current consumption, ex
penditures that have no real effect on 
economic growth or future income in 
this Nation. In other words, the Gov
ernment is borrowing abroad to finance 
the excess of expenditures over income. 
Projections of higher current account 
deficits run well into the foreseeable 
future, which does not bode well for 
this country. 

The increase in interest rates caused 
by budget deficits increase the cost of 
capital, home mortgages, car payments 
and any other goods that are financed. 
If the other side of the aisle really 
wants to help the hard-working, mid
dle-class Americans, it seems to me 
they should help them reduce the cost 
of living instead of adding, Mr. Presi
dent, to their already tremendous bur
den. 

It is true that hard-working, middle
class Americans need relief, but on the 
other side of the aisle I think a lot of 
the people just cannot accept the no
tion that relief does not have to come 
in the form of a check, Mr. President, 
in the form of a check from the Gov
ernment every month. No, they do not 
have to accept the notion of freedom 
and free markets. They still believe 
that Americans depend on Government 
for their livelihood. 

I reject that notion wholeheartedly. I 
understand the unpleasantries of debt
stricken countries. We all do. Let me 
tell you that the restrained growth in 
this budget resolution is more compas
sionate, more beneficial and more tol
erable than any experience of a bank
rupt country. The immediate gratifi
cation of consumption does not out
weigh the tremendous long-term bene
fits of a balanced budget. 

Democrats supposedly believe in a 
balanced budget. However, they have 
presented no proposal that I have seen. 
President Clinton supposedly believes 
in a balanced budget, but he has not 
presented one here that I know of. 
President Clinton, I understand, will 
not even support a $16 billion rescission 
package much less the $175 billion in 
cuts necessary to balance the budget 
this year. And $16 billion, Mr. Presi
dent, is only 9 percent of this year's 
deficit. Come to find out it is only .3 
percent of the $4.8 trillion debt. 

The actions of President Clinton and 
his party do not match their words. 
Their idea of deficit reduction is the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993 that we all know included the larg
est tax increase in history. Did it re
duce the deficit, Mr. President? Yes. 
Only temporarily, for a year or two. 
But if one looks at the outyears, deficit 
spending just keeps going up as far as 
the eye can see. 

What do we have to show for our $241 
billion tax increase? Nothing, I would 
submit-nothing but increasing deficits 
and reduced disposable income for 
hard-working Americans. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
outlined the potential economic im
pacts of balancing the budget by the 
year 2002. They project long-term in
terest rates will fall by almost 2 per
centage points. They also project an in
crease in real GNP of almost 1 percent, 
just from practicing a little fiscal dis
cipline. 

Mr. President, a balanced budget is 
good for America today, tomorrow and 
forever. That is why I am going to sup
port the Domenici budget. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time for that purpose? 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Pardon me, Mr. 

President, for not being in the Cham
ber. I yield 15 minutes to Senator 
THOMPSON from Tennessee who desires 
to speak in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, we 
are now in the midst of a budget de
bate, but in listening to the debate 
over the last several days it has be
come apparent to me this is not just a 
debate over the budget, not just about 
the need to balance the budget or budg
et priorities. It is a debate over two 
conflicting sets of ideas, and ulti
mately it is a debate over how much 
faith we have in the American people 
to support a policy that we all know is 
right. 

Many Americans believe that our 
country is at a crossroads. While we all 
know that we were the victors of the 
cold war and we are still strong and 
prosperous, more and more of our peo
ple are coming to the conclusion that 
there are some things in this country 
that are simply wrong: the youthful
ness and the viciousness of our crime, 
our welfare dependency and social dis
integration that comes from that, a 
gradual slowing of our economy, our 
extremely low savings rate and low in
vestment rate, a greater and greater 
dependency upon foreign money to 
prop our economy up. Americans won
der how long we can remain strong 
when we are losing so many things that 
have made us strong. 

We look at the lessons of history, and 
we see that the fate of other great na
tions where they have gone down the 
road of bigger government, higher 
taxes and increasing debt and moral 
and intellectual laziness. We see how 
they enjoyed their brief hour upon the 
world's stage and then moved on and 
declined. And we wonder if ours is 
going to be the generation that over
sees the decline of the United States of 
America to the role of a second-rate 
country. 

We certainly are not addressing the 
totality of this situation during this 
current debate. Indeed, we must ques
tion how much in the way of solution 
actually lies in the hands of the Fed
eral Government. However, this debate 
does involve an area that is largely 
under the control of Congress. Indeed, 
some might say that Congress was pri
marily the cause of it. And it is the 
most serious economic problem facing 
our Nation. That is a debt that is lit
erally bankrupting our country. 

One of the things most basic to 
human nature, Mr. President, is look
ing out for those who we bring into the 
world, and for most of our country's 
history we did just that. Through world 
wars, through a Great Depression, we 
paid for what we consumed. However, 
for a quarter of a century or so now, we 
have gone off on another track. We 
have gone off on a spending spree, and 
we are borrowing money now from fu
ture generations. Over the years, every 
interest group imaginable has orga
nized itself and made its demand on the 
Federal Treasury. And since we are a 
system essentially of professional leg
islators whose primary interest is in 
reelection, the answer to these de
mands for more Federal dollars is usu
ally yes. So program is piled upon pro
gram, and once a program is created 
and its constituency is created, it is 
never done away with. It is seldom 
even reduced. It is usually only ex
panded. And more and more people are 
increasingly dependent upon the so
called free money that we are borrow
ing from our children and grand
children. 

Mr. President, it is obvious the 
American people have decided that this 
country cannot survive under this old 
way of doing business. They have right
fully decided that we cannot sustain an 
almost $5 trillion debt that is still 
growing. They have decided we will not 
saddle our future generations with 
higher interest rates, less affordable 
homes, fewer jobs, lower wages and a 
loss of economic sovereignty. They un
derstand we are on the verge of bank
rupting two of our most important so
cial programs in this country, Social 
Security and Medicare, if we do not 
take immediate steps. 

In response to this clear mandate, 
the Republicans on the Budget Com
mittee, without one Democratic vote, 
have produced a plan that will balance 
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the budget by the year 2002 by slowing 
the growth in Federal spending from 5 
percent a year to 3 percent a year. It 
protects Social Security, saves Medi
care from bankruptcy, maintains the 
Social Security safety net, reduces the 
Federal Government and removes 
power out of Washington back to the 
people. 

Of course, the defenders of the status 
quo continue to do everything possible 
to defeat these goals. They first denied 
the need to balance the budget. They 
are only following the President's lead 
in that regard. He has submitted what 
the Washington Post called a "weak 
and directionless budget" that will add 
over $1.2 trillion to our national debt 
over 5 years. Then his senior economic 
adviser claimed that cutting the budg
et would actually be bad for the econ
omy. These developments were met 
with universal dismay and derision and 
have since been abandoned by our 
friends across the aisle. 

We tried to pass the balanced budget 
amendment. At this point the defend
ers of the status quo, being able to see 
which way the wind was blowing, ac
knowledged the need to balance the 
budget but forcefully argued that we 
should balance it without a constitu
tional amendment; that all we needed 
to do was exercise our responsibility as 
legislators. Besides that, they said, tell 
us how you are going to balance the 
budget. We want to see a plan. And 
they defeated the balanced budget 
amendment by a single vote. 

Now the Republicans have submitted 
the balanced budget resolution. We 
have detailed a plan, and we are ready 
to take on the responsibility. Now our 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, backed into a corner, slip their 
favorite old worn out record on the 
Victrola. Side A is entitled "Scare the 
Sick and the Elderly." Almost as popu
lar with them is the flip side called 
"Class Warfare"-in other words, the 
same old record that they were playing 
during the last congressional elections, 
which proved so rewarding for them. 
They rail against tax cuts for the rich 
when in fact there are no tax cuts in 
this budget for anybody, much less the 
rich. However, they correctly point out 
that there might be $170 billion divi
dend if in fact a balanced budget is cer
tified. And they seem petrified at the 
thought that this might actually result 
in some taxpayers getting the benefit 
of some of the money in the form of a 
tax cut; in other words, getting to keep 
a little bit of the money that they 
earned in the first place. So now in
stead of helping us balance the budget, 
they are busy trying to figure out how 
to spend this $170 billion that they had 
no hand in producing and that does not 
even exist yet. 

Clearly, the tax-and-spend philoso
phy that has gotten us into the trouble 
that we are in is alive and well. Mr. 
President, the opponents of this budget 

who for so long promoted big spending 
and every pork barrel project to come 
down the pike, including the Presi
dent's ill-fated stimulus package, and 
who have opposed the balanced budget 
amendment and a balanced budget are 
now saying that we are not balancing 
it in the right way. They say, "We defi
nitely want a balanced budget, but not 
at the expense of group A or group B or 
group C" and the groups go on and on 
and on. In other words, we cannot re
duce the rate of growth in any areas 
even where the growth rate is out of 
hand if it actually affects anyone. 

The defenders of the status quo talk 
about protecting children when it is 
their policies of the past that have 
robbed these children of their future 
prosperity. They talk about defending 
the college student when it is the phi
losophy of "spending is the solution to 
everything" which has greatly dimin
ished the value of a college degree be
cause so many of our students entering 
college nowadays cannot even read and 
write. 

They talk about defending the elder
ly when it is their policies, the policies 
of the past, that have put us on the 
verge of bankrupting both Social Secu
rity and the Medicare trust funds. 

They talk about making sure that 
the weal thy receive no additional 
breaks, and yet it is the wealthy who 
are the bond holders who are receiving 
the astronomical interest payments 
that we make on our national debt. Ac
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, without deficit reduction, an
nual interest payments by 2002 will bal
loon to $334 billion. 

No, the plain truth is that the only 
way for these groups to get what they 
deserve and to prosper in the years 
ahead is to turn our backs on the failed 
policies of these so-called defenders 
and rectify the damage that they have 
already done by moving toward a bal
anced budget. The balanced budget res
olution before this body is the first 
major step toward that end. 

These budget critics want to refight 
the eighties again, ignoring their own 
part in the spending binge that ran up 
the deficit. They say it was the Presi
dent's fault back then. I say to my 
friends on the other side, the constitu
tional authority of the President of the 
United States has not changed. If it 
was the President's fault in the 
eighties, whose fault is it now? 

As a recent Washington Post edi
torial said: 

Democratic complaints about Republican 
budget plans will continue to have a hollow 
and unpersuasive ring until the Democrats 
begin to come up with specific alternatives 
of their own. Until then they will merely 
seem to be defending the present spending 
pattern, with its succession of $200 billion a 
year deficit reaching as far as the eye can 
see that President Clinton projected in the 
budget he sent to Congress last February. 

Now, it should be kept clearly in 
mind that we are not going through 

this exercise simply to avert disaster, 
although that would be reason enough. 
We are doing it to ensure future pros
perity, Mr. President. Eliminating the 
deficit could bring widespread benefit 
in the form of lower interest rates for 
mortgages and business loans. That 
would spur a boon in housing construc
tion and business investment which 
would create jobs and raise incomes. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
states that the package of a credible 
balanced budget plan would lead the 
bond market to bid down interest rates 
almost immediately. 

New home buyers would be clear win
ners. If interest rates dropped only 1 
percent, a young couple with a $100,000 
mortgage would save enough over the 
life of that mortgage to put one of 
their children through college for a 
year without any help from the Federal 
Government. 

Roger Brinner, chief economist with 
the forecasting firm of DRI McGraw
Hill estimates balancing the budget 
would raise America's yearly output an 
extra 2.5 percent over the next 10 years. 
That would mean an average of an 
extra $1,000 a year for each American 
family. He adds that the economy 
would create 2.4 million more jobs by 
the year 2005 than if the deficit re
mained unchecked. 

The General Accounting Office 
projects Americans living by 2025 
would enjoy per capita incomes of 
$9,500 higher if Washington succeeds in 
bringing the deficit under control. 
Many analysts believe that the dollar 
slide in March was due to our failure to 
pass a balanced budget amendment. 
The U.S. dollar has rebounded in for
eign exchange markets during the last 
several weeks, in part because of a 
growing belief among foreign investors 
that the United States is finally mov
ing to put its economic house in order. 

So, Mr. President, we must reject the 
ideas and practices of the past which 
have caused this problem. We must 
also reject the rhetoric which appeals 
to rear and prejudice and appeals to 
greed to use and consume everything 
we can get our hands on today and not 
concern ourselves with the future and 
the fact that it is our own children's 
birthright that we are consuming. 

And so, Mr. President, let us get on 
about with what the people sent us 
here to do while it is still not too late 
to change our direction. We as Mem
bers of this body must have the cour
age to stand up to the demagoguery 
and any short-term political risk we 
might be taking by doing what we 
know is right. 

I am firmly convinced ultimately the 
American people are willing to do what 
is necessary to ensure a brighter future 
for our children, and we must have the 
wisdom to follow them and the courage 
to lead them. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
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Mr. DOMENICL Mr. President, I 

thank Senator THOMPSON. 
We are going to enter a unanimous 

consent request. 
Mr. EXON. May I suggest to my 

friend, possibly we can get started with 
Senator BUMPERS, and then I think we 
all know what the unanimous consent 
request is going to be. We can finalize 
it and type it up sometime during the 
debate. 

Mr. DOMENICL It is coming right 
now. I agree, we could probably stam
mer around and between us we might 
be able to articulate the unanimous
consent request. 

Mr. EXON. As usual. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I have difficulty with 

that. Let me just make sure we have it 
down. 

Mr. President, I wonder, without de
tracting anything from Senator BUMP
ERS who is going to get 20 minutes very 
soon on his amendment and he can 
share that with Senator MURRAY, as I 
understand it, Senator STEVENS had a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution cleared 
on both sides. I understand you all 
have cleared it. We cleared it. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENTS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Snowe 
amendment be laid aside until 8 a.m. 
tomorrow in status quo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICL Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
BUMPERS be recognized to offer an 
amendment on which there be 20 min
utes under the control of Senator 
BUMPERS and 10 minutes under my con
trol; that rto amendments be in order 
to the Bumpers amendment; and that 
when the Senate votes, it vote on or in 
relation to the Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob
ject. 

I have no objection. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fur

ther ask unanimous consent that fol
lowing the debate on the Bumpers 
amendment, Senator HATFIELD be rec
ognized to offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. EXON. I simply say that this is 
going to go push things back a little 
bit. We are trying to accommodate ev
erybody here at one time. Is the Sen
ator insisting on making an agreement 
at this time to go back to Senator HAT
FIELD's amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Not back to it. He 
never offered it. That will be rotating, 
and he has received assurance from me 
for 36 hours that he was the next thing 
after the Snowe amendment. We did 
not know about the Senator's. That is 
to be put ahead of it, after the Demo
crat amendment. I must do that. I can
not agree on time, but I think it will be 

reasonable considering the cir-
cumstances. 

Mr. EXON. Under the circumstances, 
we have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I won
der if the distinguished floor manager 
would be willing to also state that at 
the time the rollcalls occur on these 
amendments, that mine follow that 
amendment of the Senator from Maine, 
Senator SNOWE. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What about follow
ing Senator FEINGOLD's? 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is fine. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

make that request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Whatever the order 

is that the leader agrees to pursuant to 
the unanimous consent request, Sen
ator BUMPERS will follow Senator 
FEINGOLD. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thought it would be 
better if rollcalls followed the sequence 
in which the amendments are offered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We do not know 
what is going to happen to Senator 
SNOWE's amendment. It could have sec
ond degrees. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator, in order 
to keep the flow properly here, include 
as part of his unanimous-consent 
agreement that after the disposition of 
the Hatfield amendment that we would 
go back and meet a commitment that 
we have made through Senator BOXER 
on this side, and that her amendment 
would follow the discussion of the Hat
field amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. So long as we make 
no agreements, other than that Sen
ator BOXER is next, I so request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the several unanimous
consent requests? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

Senator BUMPERS if he could do me a 
special favor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If this amendment of 
Senator STEVENS has been cleared, that 
is fine. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Without in any way 
changing the time allowed, I wonder if 
we could now recognize Senator STE
VENS who has an amendment that has 
been approved on both sides. I will 
yield for 2 or 3 minutes and I ask that 
he be permitted to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank my friend. I 
am apologetic that I did not appear be
fore. I had constituents here. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1129 

(Purpose: To provide for a sense of the Con
gress regarding full funding for Decade of 
the Brain research) 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

for himself and Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1129. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in Title III of the 

resolution insert the following new section: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

FULL FUNDING FOR DECADE OF THE 
BRAIN RESEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) long term health care costs associated 

with diseases and disorders of the brain have 
a substantial impact on federal expenditures 
for Medicaid and Medicare, and on the earn
ing potential of the Nation; 

(2) to highlight the impact of brain dis
eases and disorders on the economy and well 
being of the Nation the Congress has de
clared the 1990's the Decade of the Brain; 

(3) meaningful 'research has been initiated 
as part of the Decade of the Brain; 

(4) if fully funded this research could pro
vide important new medical breakthroughs; 
and 

(5) these breakthroughs could result in a 
significant reduction in costs to the Federal 
Government. 

(d) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-lt is the sense 
of the Congress that in furtherance of the 
goals of the Decade of the Brain the appro
priate committees should seek to ensure 
that full funding is provided for research on 
brain diseases and disorders in each of the 
fiscal years to which this resolution applies. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con
sent to add Senator DOMENICI as a co
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
deals with the decade of the brain. 

Over 50 million Americans each year 
are affected by disease or disorders of 
the brain and central nervous system. 
The impact on society is approxi
mately $300 billion a year. But even as 
scientific progress races ahead, public 
awareness is falling behind. The DANA 
Foundation has 10 attainable goals by 
the year 2000. These are; 

First, the identification of the genes 
that are defective in familial Alz
heimer's and Huntington's diseases. 

Second, the identification of the 
genes responsible for manic-depressive 
illness. 

Third, the identification of new 
medications and therapeutic strategies 
to reduce nerve cell death and enhance 
recovery of function after strokes and 
other forms of brain injury. 

Fourth, the development of new 
drugs and other measures to alleviate 
the effects of multiple sclerosis, Alz
heimer's, motor neuron disease (e.g. 
ALS, or Lou Gehrig's), Parkinson's, 
and epilepsy. 

Fifth, the identification of new treat
ments to promote nerve regeneration 
following spinal cord and peripheral 
nerve injury. 

Sixth, the development of new and 
more effective treatments for manic-
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depressive illness, anxiety disorders, 
and forms of schizophrenia that at 
present resist treatment. 

Seventh, the discovery, testing, and 
application of agents that will block 
the action of cocaine and other addict
ive substances. 

Eighth, the development of new 
treatments for pain associated with 
cancer, arthritis, migraine headaches, 
and other debilitating diseases. 

Ninth, the identification of the genes 
that cause hereditary deafness and 
blindness. 

Tenth, the elucidation of the 
neuronal mechanisms involved in 
learning and memory. 

There have been many breakthroughs 
during the early part of the decade. 
Here are some of the recent discoveries 
or break-throughs; 

Identified the genes responsible for 
Huntington's disease, Alzheimer's dis
ease, and the familial form of Lou 
Gehrig's disease. 

Produced new medications for mi
graine headaches. 

Identified several genes that cause 
hereditary blindness and deafness. 

Launched tests of new drugs to en
hance recovery from stroke and spinal 
cord injury. 

Produced new drug for the treatment 
of epilepsy. 

Made significant progress in under
standing the addictive action of co
caine. 

CREB-a protein. One form of CREB 
turns on genes responsible for long
term memory storage, while another 
form turns them off. The activating 
form of CREB may dominate when im
portant things are going on, and the 
memory-repressing form when unnec
essary information needs to be filtered 
out. 

CRIF-brain chemical that may 
eventually control stress. It is a chemi
cal that suppresses the body's stress re
sponse. Researchers at the University 
of Pennsylvania are currently studying 
it. 

Riluzole-An experimental drug that 
has shown some success in slowing the 
progression of the muscle-wasting Lou 
Gehrig's disease. This disease affects 
30,000 people in the United States. 

Congress first authorized and Presi
dent Bush proclaimed the "Decade of 
the Brain" in 1990. 

The growth in our knowledge of the 
brain over the last 5 years has exceeded 
anything we imagined. 

Now at the midpoint of the decade, 
new discoveries about the brain offer 
unprecedented opportunities to both 
lower health care costs and improve 
the quality of life for those suffering 
from brain disorders and diseases. 

The cost of neurological and psy
chiatric disorders currently exceeds 
$300 billion a year. 

Brain diseases account for more hos
pitalizations and more prolonged care 
than almost all other diseases com
bined. 

In the remaining 5 years of the dec
ade, scientists are optimistic that even 
more important advances will be made 
in brain research. 

We must continue to make this re
search a funding priority, so as to reap 
the benefits of the ground breaking 
work already underway. 

Over 50 million Americans each year 
are affected by disease or disorders of 
the brain and central nervous system. 

Today 1 in 5 Americans is affected by 
brain disorders, and everyone over 
their lifetime will be affected either in
dividually or because a member of 
their family is afflicted. 

The results are often devastating. 
We have made great progress in the 

past several years. 
For example the simple step of a 

women taking folic acid vitamin sup
plements can prevent spina bifida, a 
disabling disease. This saves an enor
mous amount of pain and suffering for 
parents and children alike. 

The medical cost for a child with 
spina bifida can exceed $500,000 a year. 

We have also discovered new medica
tions for the treatment of depression. 

We have identified the genes respon
sible for Huntington's disease, Alz
heimer's disease, and the familial form 
of Lou Gehrig's disease. 

We have produced new medications 
for migraine headaches. 

We have launched tests of new drugs 
to enhance recovery from stroke and 
spinal cord injury. 

But there is much still to be 
accomplised. 

Traumatic brain injury is the leading 
cause of death and neurological dis
order among young Americans age 15 
to 25. 

Two million Americans a year suffer 
head injuries at a cost of more than $25 
billion a year. 

Since 1990 scientists have found that 
the permanent harm from traumatic 
brain injury increases with each hour 
and day after the injury. 

This produces a clear opportunity to 
develop powerful new emergency treat
ments. 

By the year 2000 effective therapies 
to limit brain damage now in human 
trials will be approved. · 

Increasingly sophisticated neuropro
tective strategies will be introduced. 

Alzheimer's disease may be the single 
most important area of societal need 
for biomedical research, according to 
the National Academy on Aging (June 
1994). 

Four million Americans a year and 20 
million people worldwide are affected. 
The cost is more than $60 billion a 
year. 

Since 1990 scientists have discovered 
three genes that con tribute to Alz
heimer's, identified key points where 
intervention might delay, or prevent 
it, and improved techniques for diag
nosis. 

By the year 2000 several new drugs 
will be identified as promising to inter-

fere with the progress of Alzheimer's in 
order to delay its disabling symptoms 
for 5 years. 

This would allow millions of people 
to remain living independent and fuller 
lives. The cost to the public would also 
be greatly decreased by this step for
ward. 

Therapies to reverse the damage by 
replenishing lost cells or adding cells 
should begin to alleviate the suffering 
of those already affected. 

More than 500,000 people are affected 
annually by strokes with 3 million peo
ple disabled. This cost is about $25 bil
lion a year. 

Strokes are the Nation's third lead
ing killer. 

Many patients survive stroke. There 
has been great progress since 1990. The 
number of strokes were reduced as 
some risks were clarified. 

Doctors have adapted new preventive 
techniques. 

New drugs have been developed for 
limiting and possibly preventing stroke 
damage. 

One and a half million Americans are 
afflicted with Parkinson's disease. The 
cost is about $6 billion a year. 

This disease is a slow progressive de
generative brain disease. Researchers 
have developed innovative ways to pin
point damaged nerve cells. 

By the year 2000 at least one and pos
sibly several major new drugs will be in 
human trials. 

Screening for Parkinson's is likely, 
and new gene therapy should be avail
able. 

I will include in the RECORD at the 
end of my statement an article from 
the Philadelphia Inquirer written by 
Dr. Leon Cooper, the winner of the 1972 
Nobel Prize in physics, and James Wat
son, the winner of the Nobel Prize in 
medicine for 1982. 

The article further expands on the 
importance of this research. 

I will also include a summary of re
cent brain research by the DANA Alli
ance. 

I would like to urge my colleagues to 
support this resolution which will en
sure that this vital research is contin
ued and that additional breakthroughs 
become reality. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Dr. Cooper and the DANA Alli
ance summary be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(By Leon N. Cooper) 

The growth in our knowledge of the brain 
over the last five years has exceeded any
thing we imagined when Congress first au
thorized and President Bush proclaimed the 
" Decade of the Brain" in 1990. Now at the 
midpoint of the decade, we are on the thresh
old of a new era that holds great promise for 
individual health and vitality. 
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For all three stages of life-early develop

ment, maturity and aging-new and antici
pated discoveries about the brain offer un
precedented opportunities to relieve suffer
ing, improve the quality of life of those suf
fering neurological and psychiatric dis
orders, and lower health-care costs. 

The question today is whether or not the 
American public through its elected rep
resentatives will continue to make brain re
search a priority, so as to continue to reap 
the benefits of the nation's spectacularly 
successful investment in basic research. 

Neurological and psychiatric disorders to
gether account for more hospitalization and 
more prolonged care than almost all other 
diseases combined. Patient care and social 
spending caused by brain-related disorders 
represent a disproportionate amount of all 
health-care costs. 

In part because of prior successes of medi
cal research, we have become very good at 
keeping people alive to older and older ages 
by treating or preventing respiratory, cir
culatory, reproductive and other assaults. 
But our aging population presents increasing 
challenges to the health-care system because 
of the vulnerability of the aging brain. 

In the remaining five years of this decade, 
scientists are optimistic that even more ex
citing advances will be made across the 
broad front of brain research. Work just 
coming off laboratory benches should enable 
us to intervene early in or medicate some of 
today's incapacitating brain diseases and 
disorders. 

Brain-related disorders cost this country 
billions of dollars per year for patient -care, 
hospitalizations and loss of savings. These 
costs could be significantly lowered if we 
could effectively treat the disorders, some of 
which began at or before birth and may last 
a lifetime. 

A new report by the Dana Alliance for 
Brain Initiatives-an organization of 135 neu
rosurgeons who champion research in the 
field- offers a few examples of impressive 
gains in various areas that we may see dur
ing the rest of this decade if adequate sup
port for research continues: 

Childhood: More effective treatments for 
muscle spasticity in cerebral palsy and the 
prevention of a significant proportion of CP 
cases arising from low birthweight. The de
velopment of new medications for schizo
phrenia. The identification of several more 
genes that contribute to inherited forms of 
blindness, deafness and mental retardation. 

Adulthood: New insights into the cause of 
multiple sclerosis and the testing of new 
therapeutic approaches that alter the natu
ral course of the disease. Understanding the 
molecules in the brain to which drugs of 
abuse bind should make it possible to de
velop more effective cocaine-blocking 
agents. Improved clinical care has already 
increased the proportion of patients with spi
nal-cord injuries who are able to return to 
their communities; this should continue and, 
in time, lead to the first effective methods to 
repair the injured spinal cord. 

Later years: Our growing knowledge of ge
netics and pathology of Alzheimer's disease 
should allow us to rationally design drugs to 
treat the disease. Some of those drugs may 
well be in clinical trials before the end of the 
decade. A cell transplant therapy for Parkin
son's disease will probably emerge as a prac
tical procedure for individuals who do notre
spond to L-dopa treatment. New drugs that 
increase resistance to brain-cell damage in 
cases of stroke will be available and begin to 
be tested in clinical trials. 
~at do these advances hold for average 

Americans? The same kind of hope and sol-

ace that members of Congress would wish for 
their own families and for themselves. 

Ask Sen. John Rockefeller (D., W.Va.) 
what it means to watch the relentless de
struction of a parent from Alzheimer's dis
ease or Sen. Arlen Specter (R., Pa.), who un
derwent surgery for a brain tumor. 

But it would be impossible to talk to all 
those members of Congress who have known 
the heartbreak of substance abuse by a fam
ily member, or the agony of manic-depres
sive illness, or the frustration of children 
with learning disabilities, or developmental 
disorders. They would tell you how they 
want these agonies banished from their lives 
forever. 
~at all these illnesses and difficulties 

have in common is that they all involve the 
brain, and only brain research can unlock 
the secrets that will give those who suffer 
from these disorders (and their families) 
some hope. 

Sen. Mark Hatfield (R., Ore.), when an
nouncing the introduction of the "Mo Udall 
Bill" to fund Parkinson's research, person
ally lamented the fact that federal dollars 
for basic medical research are proposed to 
decrease in the administration budget by 
more than a billion dollars by the year 2000. 

Is that the message to the research com
munity-that what has already been 
achieved in brain research, and what you are 
confident of achieving in the near future is 
not a national priority? 

No one doubts that neuroscience's achieve
ments to date are just the vanguard of even 
greater discoveries to come. The explosive 
growth of technology- particularly imag
ing-is providing unprecedented insight into 
the brain. 

The exciting developments in genetics will 
benefit brain research perhaps more than 
any other area of medicine, since about half 
of a11 our genes are involved in the develop
ment and operation of our brain. 

The message of the Dana Alliance report
to be presented in Congress tormorrow-is 
one of opportunity and hope. ~at will be 
Congress ' message to the scienific commu
nity? 

DELIVERING RESULTS: A PROGRESS 
REPORT ON BRAIN RESEARCH 

SUMMARY 

The most important and productive medi
cal research happening today is the study of 
the brain. Since the Federal government de
clared the Decade of the Brain in 1990, re
searchers have solved some of the most stub
born riddles of the brain, and have created 
and improved treatments for the disorders 
that afflict it. The stunning progress of the 
last five years gives future researchers a 
higher vantage point on which to stand while 
scanning the horizon for cures. 

How does this affect you? One in five 
Americans is struggling with a brain-related 
problem at any given time; each of us will 
face such a struggle at some time in our 
lives. It may be pain, depression, memory 
loss, or one of the many problems like these 
that can be chronic and recurring. It may be 
swift, like head injury and stroke; or it could 
be degenerative and fatal, like Alzheimer's 
and Huntington's diseases. Or a lifetime of 
anguish could result from a child or grand
child's battle with addiction or schizophre
nia. Some of these afflictions are life-ending; 
all of them are life-diminishing. The cost in 
personal terms is beyond measure, in hard 
economic terms, it is more than half a tril
lion dollars a year. 

But now, the human brain is no longer a 
" black box"-the misunderstood and mys-

terious source of self, its maladies 
misdiagnosed and undertreated. Today, at 
the midpoint of the Decade of the Brain, it is 
clear that a new era has begun for individual 
health and vitality. For all three of the 
major stages of life that you and your family 
will experience-childhood, adulthood, and 
the later years-discoveries about the brain's 
mechanisms, how it forms, grows and ages, 
how to heal and strengthen it, are raising 
our expectations for dealing with brain-re
lated difficulties, giving you the realistic 
chance to avoid suffering. 

If your maternal grandmother died with 
dementia, the most common symptom of 
Alzheimer's, should you worry that your 
later years will be marred by this disease? 
Scientists are discovering ways to find out. 
Also, by the time you reach the average age 
of onset, these same scientists could be able 
to fend off the disease. 

The causes of cerebral palsy, retardation 
and learning disabilities are being revealed, 
increasing the chances that it will be pos
sible to prevent these horrible conditions in 
your own children. 

The discovery of drug binding sites in the 
brain is enabling researchers to work to
wards potential treatments for addiction, so 
that the lure of drugs will be much less like
ly to steal the youth, or the life, of someone 
you love. 

Most of the brain afflictions that can se
verely alter your life, by affecting you or 
someone close to you, are yielding to re
searchers. For all those who cry, "Why me?" 
when they are confronted with a brain dis
ease, scientists are approaching the day 
when they will be able to answer. As the 
progress snowballs, and the discoveries come 
more quickly, the likelihood of your life 
being destroyed by a neurological ailment 
continues to shrink. 

Beyond the personal aspects, our nation it
self has a massive stake in brain research. 
Today, neurological and psychiatric dis
orders together account for more hos
pitalizations and more prolonged care than 
almost all other diseases combined. No sur
prise there: Over the last hundred years, we 
got better at keeping people alive and ambu
latory as far as their respiratory, cir
culatory, digestive and reproductive systems 
were concerned, but we were stymied by the 
brain. 

Now neuroscience is catching up. In the 
next five years, we will help brain and nerv
ous system patients in large numbers, and 
because these patients number in the mil
lions of people, developments in brain 
science will transform our assumptions in 
planning for the future . In particular, at the 
societal level, the view of crippling, chronic, 
long term, and mental illnesses will be much 
different. 
~en the expanding numbers of aging 

Americans have less to fear from the brain 
diseases of aging, and when disorders that 
begin at or before birth, and last a lifetime, 
are progressively fewer and less disabling, 
then the lost work days (by patients and 
those who care for them) will fall, and lei
sure activities will rise. Reduced social 
spending, decreased work absences and im
proved quality of life all give relief to a trou
bled economy. 

The achievements outlined in our report, 
however, are just the vanguard of greater 
things to come. One of the most significant 
facts about the progress we have made in 
brain research is that more brain scientists 
today are working on questions of basic 
science. This accounts for the diversity of 
disorders we have been able to address in 
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such a short time. Clinicians focusing on spe
cific diseases now have better odds of finding 
the keys to the disorders they are research
ing because there is so much more informa
tion to draw upon. 

That is precisely what makes brain re
search so exciting. We understand it better 
each day. And because of that, we will solve 
problems of affliction that have truncated 
our lives since the dawn of humankind. Ev
erything lying ahead of us is opportunity 
and hope. 

Here are some highlights of the progress 
report, and some predictions for the next five 
years. Join us in celebrating the hope offered 
for current and future victims of brain dis
orders: 

ClllLDHOOD 

Researchers believed that a major reduc
tion of spasticity in cerebral palsy and pre
vention of one-third of all CP cases arising 
from low birthweight will occur within five 
years. 

New findings point to a family of drugs 
that may correct drug-induced developmen
tal abnormalities in children. 

Thanks to recent public health studies, 
psychiatry now classifies schizophrenia as a 
developmental disorder, and promises more 
effective medications by the year 2000. 

Researchers identified genes that contrib
ute to inherited forms of blindness and deaf
ness and several forms of mental retarda
tion, including the most common inherited 
form among males (Fragile X Syndrome). 
Growing evidence suggests that genes also 
play a role in learning disabilities and schiz
ophrenia. 

ADULTHOOD 

The first drug to block craving in alcohol 
addiction-Naltrexone-has recently been 
approved as an adjunct to psychotherapy. 

Success in treating depression now ap
proaches 90% with more precise antide
pressant drugs which avoid unwanted side ef
fects. 

Obsessive-compulsive disorder has become 
treatable. 

For the first time ever, researchers have 
identified a treatment (and are testing an
other) which alters the natural course of 
multiple sclerosis. 

Researchers have identified the sites where 
drugs of abuse bind in the brain, and by 2000 
hope to have effective cocaine-blocking 
agents. 

Recent refinements to treatments leave 
many more epileptics seizure-free. 

Discovering serotonin-responsive proteins 
led researchers to develop sumatriptan, an 
effective treatment for migraine headaches. 

Improved clinical care now returns some 94 
percent of patients with spinal cord injuries 
to their communities. Researchers may have 
the first treatment to enhance spinal cord 
repair by 1996. 

Genetic research has identified specific 
genes that cause Huntington's disease and 
familial Lou Gehrig's disease. New findings 
show that genes may also play a role in ad
diction, manic-depressive illness, depression 
and epilepsy. 

THE LATER YEARS 

Several genes have been found that lead to 
Alzheimer's disease. Cognex (tacrine), ap
proved in 1994, is the first drug for treating 
Alzheimer's symptoms. A combination of ge
netic testing and position emission tomog
raphy (PET) scanning may yield an early di
agnostic test for Alzheimer's. Also possible: 
an eye-drop diagnostic test and a spinal fluid 
analysis test. 

The first animal model of Alzheimer's dis
ease (a transgenic mouse) has recently been 

produced, and it is already being used to test 
drugs to slow the progression of Alzheimer's. 

An effective approach to gene therapy for 
Parkinson's disease will emerge before 2000. 
Relief from Parkinson-like symptoms has 
been achieved in monkeys using dopamine
enhancing drugs. 

A new bloodclot-dissolving drug can im
prove the outcome of stroke, if administered 
within two hours of onset. 

A chili pepper extract, capsaicin, now helps 
relieve chronic pain (even in cancer). Within 
five years, scientists expect to have devel
oped non-addictive pain relievers. 

Recently discovered proteins that nourish, 
repair and promote the growth of nerve cells 
are leading to drugs (some already in trials) 
that increase resistance to stroke. 

TECHNOLOGY 

Imaging: 
Now, functional magnetic resonance imag

ing (fMRI) allows doctors to view the active 
brain, and at their desktops to interactively 
scan entire brain structures. 

Using charged Xenon gas, laboratory sci
entists improved MRI signal strength by a 
factor of 10,000, producing more clearly de
fined pictures in animals. 
Disease models: 

Scientists are working with living orga
nisms in laboratory settings to test com
pounds and find new directions for investiga
tion. Animal models available today include: 

Alzheimer's disease 
Developmental disorders 
Several different forms of epilepsy 
Multiple sclerosis 
Pain 
Traumatic brain injury 

SOURCES FOR NUMBERS 

THE DEVELOPING BRAIN 

Developing Disorders (cost and patients): 
National Institute of Neurological Disorders 
and Stroke, 1993. 

Schizophrenia (patients): National Insti
tute on Mental Health, Update August 1993. 

Schizophrenia (cost): NIMH, 1995. 
THE MATURE BRAIN 

Blindness/vision loss (cost and patient 
numbers): National Eye Institute, 1994. 

Deafness/hearing loss (patients): National 
Institute on Deafness and Other Communica
tive Disorders, 1992. 

Deafness/hearing loss (cost): Hallworth, R, 
et al. "Hair Cells and Hearing" Press Con
ference, Society for Neuroscience Annual 
Meeting October 26, 1992. 

Depression (patients): National Institute 
on Mental Health, Update August 1993. 

Depression (cost): Rice, Dp and Miller, LS. 
"The Economic Burden of Affective Dis
orders" Advances in Health Economics and 
Health Services Research 1993. 

THE AGING BRAIN 

Alzheimer's Disease (patient numbers): 
"News Notes." National Institute on Aging, 
1989. 

Alzheimer's Disease (cost): National Insti
tute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke, 
1993. 

Mr. STEVENS. I commend to the 
Senate the decade of the brain and urge 
the Senate to become familiar with 
what is happening in this research 
area. My amendment merely assumes 
that we will continue this support, this 
endeavor, the research of the decade of 
the brain in the last half of this decade 
as we have in the first. I ask that the 
amendment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. EXON. I think the matter has 
been cleared on both sides. I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If all 
time is yielded back, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1129) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Under the previous ar
rangement, I believe the Senator from 
Arkansas is finally ready to be recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1130 

(Purpose: To strike the proposed change in 
the budget process rules which would per
mit the scoring of revenue derived from 
the sale of federal assets) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I must 

say, sitting around here all evening 
waiting to offer an amendment can be 
a very frustrating experience. I have 
concluded that this is no way to run a 
railroad. I have watched this process 
now for 5 days and I have listened to a 
lot of powerful speeches. There are 
plenty of opportunities for press re
leases back home proving that you are 
a budget deficit hawk. 

But as a result of that, there are a lot 
of good amendments that are not going 
to be debated because we are running 
out of time tomorrow. This process 
should permit those people who have 
honest-to-goodness, legitimate amend
ments to offer and debate them. We 
should have a lot less-in this case 
about 30 hours-of political speeches. 
When debate on the budget resolution 
is complete, there are going to be a lot 
of amendments, many of which that 
would have improved the budget reso
lution, that will fail because their pro
ponents will not have had time to 
present their case to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I do not know of a sin
gle amendment that has been offered 
on this side of the aisle that would in
crease the budget $1. We have tried to 
rearrange some of the priori ties, but 
we have not tried, and would not try, 
to torpedo the legitimate goal of trying 
to balance the budget by the year 2002. 

My own amendment, Mr. President, 
goes to a rule change that is proposed 
in the budget resolution that I think is 
disastrous. This proposed rule change 
involves the sale of assets that belong 
to the United States, where the tax
payers get a · one-time windfall. The 
rule change would permit revenues de
rived from the sale of these assets to be 
scored for Budget Act purposes. 

When I was Governor, we had revenue 
sharing. The Senator from Kentucky 
seated here was Governor of his State 
at the same time I was, and the distin
guished ranking member of the Budget 
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Committee was Governor of his State. 
Three Governors here on the floor to
night who served together. 

One morning I went to my office and 
there was a check on my desk for $21 
million made out to DALE BUMPERS. I 
told my aide, "Call the airport, tell 
them we will be there in 15 minutes." 
And $21 million was the first revenue
sharing check we got. 

I sent it to the Arkansas Highway 
Department because I knew they would 
use it for things that would only be a 
one-time shot. To put that $21 million 
into the operating budget would have 
been irresponsible. I knew revenue 
sharing at some time was going to end 
and I would have had to raise taxes to 
continue the servicE:s that we were pro
viding with that $21 million. 

I do not believe there is a single Gov
ernor in the United States that would 
take a one-shot windfall amount of 
money and put it into an operating 
budget. It is lunacy to do it. 

In 1987, the U.S. Congress, under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings II, adopted 
the proposition that revenue derived 
from asset sales would not be scored. In 
short, the rule was intended to prevent 
the use of asset sales for operations. 

Since 1986, every budget resolution 
that has come to the floor of the U.S. 
Senate and been adopted by both 
Houses of Congress said specifically 
that revenue derived from asset sales 
could not be used to offset the deficit. 
In other words, revenue from asset 
sales could not be scored. 

Yet here we have a proposed budget 
which changes this long-time sensible 
rule and assumes the sale of a whole 
host of Government assets, including 
the Presidio, an Army base in San 
Francisco; the strategic petroleum re
serve, the Naval petroleum reserve; the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in 
Alaska. 

Now, Mr. President, my amendment 
would simply strike one section in the 
budget resolution in order to restore 
the old rule which prohibits revenue 
from asset sales to be scored. 

Mr. President, I have no objection to 
asset sales per se. We sell assets all the 
time. My amendment does not suggest 
that we cannot sell an asset. However, 
it suggests we cannot come in here 
with a big platter full of asset sales in 
order to balance the budget, where the 
Senate has not debated those items and 
simply say, "Here's $4 billion in deficit 
reduction." The budget resolution as
sumes that we will sell thousands of 
barrels of oil we have in the strategic 
petroleum reserve. It anticipates the 
sale of the Presidio in San Francisco, 
and that will never fly because San 
Francisco has so many ordinances no
body would give anything for it be
cause it will never be able to be devel
oped. 

If the proposed change in these long
standing budget rules is permitted to 
take place, let me tell Members where 

we will be headed. First of all, every 
budget reconciliation bill that comes 
before this body is going to have a 
whole host of asset sales. 

We are going to have a national yard 
sale. National parks, wildlife refuges, 
national forests, highways, power mar
keting administrations, water 
projects-all up for sale in order to bal
ance the budget. 

Many asset sales do not even make 
financial sense. Assume we get $1 bil
lion for the sale of the power market
ing administrations. We cut the deficit 
$1 billion in 1996. If you assume that 
these assets, if retained under Federal 
ownership, would produce $100 million 
a year in revenue, by the year 2020 we 
will have lost revenues of $2.5 billion in 
exchange for the one-shot deal in 1996. 
No businessman in his right mind 
would do such a thing. 

Mr. President how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 14 minutes and 50 seconds. 

Will the Senator send the amend
ment to the desk? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS]. for himself, Mr. BRADLEY, Mrs. MUR
RAY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. BAUCUS, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1130. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike line 7 on page 76 through line 12 on 

page 77. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 

House had a budget task force which 
recently adopted a Heritage Founda
tion recommendation that we should 
keep only those national parks and wil
derness areas of national significance. 
It may be that the senior Senator from 
Alaska seated on the floor and his jun
ior colleague may decide that Denali is 
not of national significance and throw 
it in the budget reconciliation bill-it 
would be gone. 

If we are only going to keep national 
parks and wilderness areas of national 
significance, who is going to decide 
that? Congress? It will be very tough if 
the budget is in dire need of revenue 
and no one wants to raise taxes. Here is 
where we could wind up. 

First of all, we could make the Grand 
Canyon available for sale. That could 
be the first to go. 

Then take Mount Rushmore. I have 
been out to Mount Rushmore. They 
have a thriving number of visitors out 
there. I think we can probably put a 
McDonald's and maybe a Marriott 
there at Mount Rushmore. There is no 
telling what that place would bring. 

After we get rid of Mount Rushmore 
and Grand Canyon, here is the jewel, 
we would sell the Statue of Liberty. 

Now, Mr. President, that all sound 
very humorous. There is absolutely no 

reason whatever under this budget res
olution, which allows the scoring of 
revenue from the sale of national as
sets, to believe that some things just 
as precious as the Statue of Liberty 
will not be put on the auction block. 

Last year I was chairman of the Na
tional Parks Committee. I went out to 
see the Presidio. I had never seen it ex
cept at a distance. It is one of the most 
remarkable pieces of property left in 
the United States and certainly the 
most remarkable piece of property left 
in an urban area. Here we have already 
put it up for sale. Who knows where we 
go after that? 

Mr. President, I have offered · the 
Bumpers-Bradley-Murray amendment 
this evening not only because the pro
posed rule change in the budget resolu
tion would permit the sale of our na
tional treasures, but because it is also 
bad economic policy, bad social policy 
and bad culture policy. We ought not 
to do it. We have lived very well for 205 
years without trying to balance the 
budget by selling assets. 

Finally, my amendment does not 
alter the bottom line of the budget res
olution one bit. The Energy and Natu
ral Resources Committee would still be 
required to find whatever amount of 
money the budget resolution instructs 
the committee to find. 

I can tell you, Mr. President, again, 
you put this proposition to the people 
of this country, Do you think we ought 
to start selling off wilderness areas, na
tional forests, some of our treasured 
national parks? I can just see it now. 
You cannot see all the Grand Canyon 
from the rim. We need a highway down 
through it so you can really enjoy it. 

We need a new Holiday Inn down at 
the bottom of the Grand Canyon so we 
can make more money. 

These things are disastrous. 
I hope a majority of the Senate to

morrow morning, when we vote on this, 
will agree that this is a terrible, ter
rible change in budgeting. It is a ter
rible change in national policy. 

I yield 5 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague from Washington, Senator 
MURRAY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

The budget resolution before us has 
been termed an historic document. It 
certainly is. For the last decade, the 
Congress of the United States has rec
ognized that our public lands are too 
precious to sell unless their sale is in 
the best interest of the public. That is 
good policy and one that has enjoyed 
strong bipartisan support. 

But it is a new day. Today, we may 
well vote to sell our children's heritage 
to pay our debts. I reject that approach 
to debt reduction and I reject that ap
proach to disposition of our Federal as
sets. 
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What is at risk? Potentially on the 

sale block are assets ranging from oil 
supplies beneath the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge; to battlefields remind
ing us of the pain and sacrifice of the 
Civil War; to Power Marketing Asso
ciations that provide hydroelectric en
ergy, transportation, and resource pro
tection; to endangered wildlife living 
in our National Wilderness Preserva
tion System; to toll-free interstate 
highways present in every State in the 
Nation; to public timber sold primarily 
to small businesses dependent upon Na
tional Forests for their wood supply. 

These assets should not be sold to re
duce the deficit. And they, certainly, 
should not be sold to provide a tax cut 
to wealthy Americans. Instead, our 
Federal assets should be sold only 
when, after reasoned debate and a full 
public airing, we decide their sale is in 
the best interest not only of this gen
eration-but of every generation that 
follows. We owe our children much 
more than a balanced budget. We owe 
them their heritage. 

I urge my colleagues to vote first for 
Senator BUMPER's amendment preclud
ing scoring of the sale of all Federal as
sets. 

While I have the floor I want to just 
mention two other amendments I will 
be offering tomorrow that my col
leagues will be voting on. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE RESOLUTION ON IMPACT 
AID 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, to
~orrow I will send an amendment to 
the desk. 

Mr. President, my amendment is a 
sense-of-the-Senate that the Federal 
Government should live up to its re
sponsibility to educate the children of 
our women and men in uniform 
through the impact aid program. 

At this point, I would like to ask 
unanimous consent to add my good 
friend, the Democratic leader, Senator 
DASCHLE, as well as Senators PRES
SLER, AKAKA, HUTClllSON, LEVIN, BINGA
MAN, PELL, DORGAN, BAUCUS and 
KERREY of Nebraska as cosponsors. 

Mr. President, you see, this amend
ment enjoys strong bipartisan support 
because the impact aid program is a 
vital component of the education port
folio of 48 States. 

It has strong support because Sen
ators on both sides of the aisle know 
how important this program is to their 
States and to the country. 

More than 40 years ago, the Federal 
Government established the impact aid 
program. 

Forty years ago-great, forward
thinking legislators recognized that 
the Federal Government has a respon
sibility to communities which have 
been adversely impacted by Federal ac
tivities. 

Mr. President, this is exactly the un
derpinning of the legislation we passed 
earlier in this Congress. The unfunded 
mandates bill corrected a large-scale 

shift of costs from the Federal Govern
ment to the States and to local com
munities. 

Impact aid is a good program for 
States-it lives up to the true spirit of 
local control of education. 

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern
ment has not been living up to the spir
it of the Impact Aid program. 

Funding levels for impact aid have 
been so far below authorized levels that 
we have unfairly shifted a large portion 
of funding for Federally connected stu
dents to local taxpayers. 

The end result is that, now-in many 
States-this program covers less than 
half of the costs to educate each stu
dent. The Federal Government has just 
been shifting its responsibility to the 
States to make up the difference. 

Mr. President, when I review the last 
several years of funding and rescis
sions, I am outraged with the trend I 
see developing-we have been abandon
ing responsibility to our kids by cut
ting funds for this program. 

And, there is no question that the 
importance of this program has in
creased over its 40 year history. 

Its importance has increased not just 
because it directly affects over 2 mil
lion students in our Nation-but also 
because of the tight budgets facing our 
States today. 

And, some States-such as my home 
State of Washington-do not rely upon 
an income tax for State funding. You 
see, Mr. President, the loss of property 
tax revenues makes State and local 
education funding even more difficult. 

Mr. President, let me take a moment 
to tell you about a school district near 
Tacoma, WA-it's called Clover Park. 

Fort Lewis is in the Clover Park 
school district. Women and men in uni
form are assigned by the Federal Gov
ernment to serve our Nation there. 
And. their kids-like all American 
children-deserve to be educated. 

They should not be abandoned be
cause their parents live on Federal 
property. 

Impact Aid makes up 7 percent of 
Clover Park's budget. In Clover Park, 
this money goes directly to the school 
district and is free of bureaucracy. 

It provides basic support to the 
school district whose local school 

_board determines how to use the funds. 
Now, Mr. President, if impact aid 

funds were cut off, school districts 
would have to increase taxes in theTa
coma community. Or, Clover Park 
would have to cut teachers and close 
buildings. Or, the schools would have 
to double-shift students. 

That is wrong. That is a total abdica
tion of the Federal responsibility to 
our kids. 

Of course, we all recognize the budget 
constraints facing the Federal Govern
ment today. 

I know tough choices must be made. 
However, Mr. President, I believe we 

can achieve meaningful deficit reduc-

tion without passing on this huge un
funded mandate. And, without com
promising our responsibility to our 
schools and our communities. 

Mr. President, I want to be sure that 
adequate resources are put into impact 
aid. And, this sense-of-the-Senate re
confirms our commitment-on both 
sides of the aisle--to making that hap
pen. 

I urge my colleagues to join our bi
partisan coalition and support this 
amendment. 

ClllLDREN'S HEALTH INSURANCE 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, to
morrow I will send an amendment to 
the desk. My amendment is very 
straightforward. 

It allows the Senate to think twice 
before we pass reforms to the Medicaid 
system that would result in more unin
sured American children. 

This amendment does not call for one 
dime of new spending. It is, by defini
tion, revenue neutral. 

This amendment simply creates a 
point of order against any legislation 
which would cause children currently 
eligible to receive Medicaid to lose 
their health care benefits. 

And, that point of order is easily 
waived by a simple majority vote. 

Mr. President, as you know, this 
year, the Medicaid program covers 
health care services for over 36 million 
low-income Americans. 

Close to half of those Americans are 
children. Children who have no access 
to health care insurance on their own. 
Children with complex health care 
needs. And, children, I will say, Mr. 
President, who don't have well fi
nanced lobbyists up here fighting for 
their interest. 

Most of the children covered by Med
icaid live in low-income, working fami
lies. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 
families who have to choose between 
putting food on the table, or getting 
health care treatment for their child. 

I have visited Children's Hospital in 
Seattle many times. 

Mr. President, I have witnessed first
hand the decisions these parents face. 

A typical family on Medicaid is a 
young, happy family, whose life is sud
denly disrupted when they find out 
their child has been diagnosed with 
cystic fibrosis or leukemia or severe 
asthma or cancer. 

One parent has to quit his or her job 
to stay home and take care of the 
child. On just one income, family fi
nances become increasingly difficult. 

Soon the health insurance runs out, 
and the family is forced to spend down 
to be able to receive Medicaid, just so 
their child can receive critical medical 
attention. 

The cost of care for the child will be 
passed along to the American taxpayer. 
Doctor and hospitals will simply raise 
their rates. Insurance companies will 
do the same. 
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Everyone agrees that there are pro b

lems with the Medicaid system that 
need fixing, and everyone agrees with 
the need to reduce the Federal deficit. 

But, I am concerned that we don't be
come lulled by the mantra of cut, cut, 
cut. 

As the Congress cuts spending, I just 
want to make sure we raise a red flag 
when children's health care is con
cerned. 

Medicaid is every child's health in
surance safety net. 

My amendment just makes us think 
twice before we yank that safety net 
away. 

You will hear some arguments 
against my amendment today, argu
ments that-frankly-make little 
sense. 

You will hear that this amendment is 
impeding deficit reduction, and imped
ing the actions of the Senate. 

On the contrary, the point of order in 
this amendment can be waived by a 
simple majority vote-just 50 votes. 

We have points of order against the 
mandates of environmental laws-! 
just want to make sure we have a point 
of order to protect the most vulnerable 
of our population-our children. 

You will also hear that this amend
ment says that we do not trust our 
Governors to protect children when 
Medicaid is block granted. Trust? 

Block grants, by definition, shift all 
responsibility to the States. If any 
kind of emergency or disaster happens 
in a State, such as an earthquake in 
California or flooding in the Midwest. 

I just want to make sure our overbur
dened Governors do not allow health 
care for our children to go by the way
side. This amendment simply makes us 
think twice about children. 

This is not a question of trust-it is 
a question of insurance. That is all. 

Finally, Mr. President, you will hear 
that this issue will be dealt with in the 
Finance Committee after the budget 
resolution is passed. 

We listened to a prolonged debate 
this morning on the EITC-which will 
also be a topic in the Finance Commit
tee's deliberations. If today is a good 
day to talk about EITC, today is a good 
time to talk about children's health in
surance. 

Let me conclude with a few words 
about priorities. 

When I offered this amendment in 
the Budget Committee, we were imme
diately subjected to a lengthy diatribe 
by the other side that sounded more 
like Presidential campaign speeches 
than a statement about our children's 
health insurance. 

That happens all too often. As soon 
as we talk about children, the debate is 
trivialized. The discussion is kid
napped. 

And, so, I stand here again today and 
ask-what better time is there to talk 
about the future of our children than 
during this historic debate? 

We need to know if actions we take 
here today will hurt our children. 

My sincere goal with this amendment 
is to look out for the most vulnerable 
of our population. 

I know they do not vote. I know they 
do not give money to political cam
paigns. But they continue to get sick 
because their parents cannot afford to 
get them vaccinated. 

Congress cannot turn its back on its 
children. 

My amendment simply ensures that 
before Congress makes any changes to 
the Medicaid system, we will take a 
hard, thoughtful look at the possible 
damage these changes will cause. 

Let us put a little bit of conscience 
back into this budget. 

Let us protect our future. 
Let us protect our children. 
I urge all my colleagues to join Budg

et Committee members on my side of 
the aisle and agree to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent I be allowed to take 2 
minutes from the time controlled by 
this Senator, to briefly speak on the 
subject at hand. 

I first would like to ask if the Sen
ator from Arkansas has added me as a 
cosponsor to his amendment or not? If 
he has not, I would like to be added as 
a cosponsor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to add Senators MURRAY 
and BRADLEY as my chief cosponsors, 
the Senator from Nebraska, Senator 
EXON, Senator WELLSTONE, Senator 
BOXER, Senator FEINSTEIN-all as co
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. I also ask unanimous con
sent I be added as a cosponsor to the 
amendment just addressed that the 
Senator will be offering tomorrow, the 
Senator from Washington, with regard 
to impact aid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1130 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by Senator 
BUMPERS to strike the changes made to 
the asset rule in the budget resolution. 
The recent push to sell off physical as
sets in an effort to generate short-term 
budget savings is not a wise move. 

The asset rule was put in place in 
order to discourage these sorts of pro
posals which do not result in any struc
tural decline of the deficit. In fact, 
many of the recommendations included 
in this budget resolution will not yield 
any budget savings over the long term. 

The savings resulting from the sell
ing off of physical assets in this resolu
tion will end up generating only $3.5 
billion in receipts over the next 7 
years. Many of these proposals end up 
costing the Government money in the 
out-years. 

I hope my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle will support this effort to rid 
the use of this sort of budget gim
mickry in an attempt to balance the 
budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be
lieve there is 10 minutes reserved on 
this side. I yield myself 5 minutes to 
begin with. 

Is there not 10 minutes reserved for 
this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
reminded of what President Reagan 
said once, "Here we go again. Here we 
go again.'' 

I have just heard these speeches that 
sound as though this is something that 
has been dreamed up by this side of the 
aisle. The President requested this. Is 
the other side of the aisle going to 
abandon the President again? The 
President asked for $8 billion in his 
budget. He specifically asked for this 
language. This language is the Presi
dent's language. 

What does it do? It allows scoring of 
the sales of assets that are already au
thorized by law to be sold. 

I would be ashamed to come here 
with pictures of places in this country 
that are loved by all citizens, and 
imply that anything in this budget res
olution will sell one national park or 
refuge. It is an authorization to score 
the sale of assets. It is necessary to 
carry out the President's budget. It is 
also a fact that people have used this 
budget gimmickry to prevent the leas
ing of 1.5 million acres on the North 
Slope of Alaska, one of the last great 
deposits of oil and gas in the United 
States, because it is considered to be 
the sale of an asset when it is leased. 

The Arctic coastal plain must be au
thorized by law to be leased. It has al
ready been subject to three environ
mental studies. There is no opposition 
that I know of to the concept of the 
Mineral Leasing Act. That law has al
ready been passed. This land should be 
leased. 

Oil and gas leases are called a sale 
under the concept of the Budget Act. 
And since you cannot score that sale, 
the act of leasing costs money and, 
guess what, that prevents us from pro
ceeding to lease the land because you 
cannot score the money that comes in 
from the lease. But it costs you money 
to lease it. An absurd conclusion. 

The President came in and asked for 
a change in this law. He asked that we 

. change this in his budget this year and 
he assumed $8 billion in asset sales
that must be authorized by law-as 
part of that budget. I notice the pic
ture of the Grand Canyon is right-side
up now, but even so the Grand Canyon, 
if someone wanted to propose to sell it, 
they would have to come here and se
cure the passage of a law. The things 
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the President wants to sell must be au
thorized by law to be sold. What we 
want to lease in Alaska must be au
thorized by law to be leased. I never 
have heard such a ludicrous argument 
in my life. 

I have seen some of this stuff from 
the extreme environmental organiza
tions that send this baloney all over 
the country and charge people fantas
tic sums of money. They rival the 
AARP in terms of the way they raise 
money and really convince people they 
are doing good when they are really 
paying themselves and sending these 
stupid letters out that imply that 
somehow the President wants to sell 
the Grand Canyon. It is the President's 
language. It is not my language. It is 
not the Alaskan language. It is the 
President's request. 

I cannot believe what I am hearing 
on the floor of the Senate. I really can
not. 

Why do you not recognize the income 
from the sale of assets? The lease of 
the Alaska oil reserve lands would 
bring in over $1.4 billion in a 4-year pe
riod. If it is leased that is money that 
comes into the Federal Treasury. It is 
not a sale. It is what is paid for the 
privilege of producing oil and gas from 
Federal lands. 

Somehow or other, people have as
sumed that there is something sort of 
seditious in this concept of the Presi
dent's, that we are going to count 
money that comes into the Treasury as 
money. 

I have heard arguments on the floor 
of the Senate that embarrassed me be
fore but I am embarrassed for those 
who offer this amendment. 

In the first place, they attacked their 
own President, not us. In the second 
place, it makes no fiscal sense to say 
when we sell an asset that produces bil
lions, that we have to go out and bor
row money in order to balance the 
budget because we cannot count that 
money that comes into the Treasury
not in a budget sense. It is there in a 
physical sense but it is just added to 
the Treasury. You cannot count it 
under these stupid budget rules that fi
nally even the President of the United 
States recognized are just that. They 
are stupid. It is time to change them. 
It is time for us to stop this Mickey 
Mouse business. 

Look, a "For Sale" sign on the Stat
ue of Liberty. Would the President sug
gest selling the Statue of Liberty? 
Have we suggested selling Mount Rush
more? My God, I really cannot believe 
the depth of this argument, when it 
comes down to just say anything to 
scare people throughout the country. 
"We are going to sell the national 
parks." It is stupid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The time of the Senator 
has expired. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes off the time of this Sen
ator. 

I would simply correct my friend 
from Alaska. The President of the 
United States, in his budget, suggested 
selective sales, including the Power 
Marketing Administration. This Sen
ator and many on this side strongly 
disagree with the President on the sell
ing of the Power Marketing Adminis
tration. 

We went down and had a meeting 
with him and we will fight that here 
and we will fight it all the way through 
this budget process. Certainly I think 
we can disagree. I believe the Senator 
from Arkansas made it very clear in 
his remarks that he realizes we are not 
suggesting this, but the main thing the 
Senator from Alaska is overlooking is 
the proposition in this budget changes 
the rules that could allow this to hap
pen. They cannot happen under the 
rules the way they are. 

We objected to the President of the 
United States, our President, as you 
say, doing that. And we certainly ob
ject to the Republican Budget Commit
tee going along in unison with the 
President of the United States, which 
in and of itself is quite unusual. 

We oppose your doing it. We opposed 
the President in doing it. And we hope 
we are alerting the Senate of the Unit
ed States to this serious mistake. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much 
time does the Senator wish? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas has 6 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I am sorry, I thought the 
Senator was out of time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Alaska misunderstands 
what this debate is about. It is not 
about what the President rec
ommended. I could not disagree with 
the President more. I went down to the 
White House and told him, along with 
the Senator from Nebraska and a host 
of others. This is bad policy and I told 
the President that. He is my friend but 
that does not mean I have to agree 
with him on everything and he under
stands that better than anybody. 

The fact that the President has pro
posed asset sales in his budget does not 
make it good policy. It is bad policy. I 
do not care who recommended it. 

The Senator from Alaska says he is 
embarrassed. He is embarrassed by this 
amendment. What we are trying to do 
is to restore the law where it has been 
for 10 years. I never heard the Senator 
from Alaska in the last 10 years say 
under the budget rule not scoring as
sets was an embarrassment. Now it is 
an embarrassment. The Senator from 
Alaska is my friend. He has been trying 
to get ANWR opened up for oil drilling 
since, as we say, "the memory of man 
runneth not." I am not for it, and I 
don't expect to be for it in the foresee
able future. 

This resolution assumes that we are 
going to charge the oil companies $1.4 
billion over the next 7 years for the 
right to drill in ANWR. What do you do 
after the scoring period to make up for 
the lost oil after the first 7 years? You 
are going to cut discretionary spending 
again. 

The budget re3olution assumes $1.4 
billion from the sale of the power mar
keting administrations. That is a bad 
proposition from a business standpoint. 
No businessman in his right mind 
would decide whether to sell an asset 
by only considering the lost revenues 
associated with that asset for a period 
of 7 years. 

I will tell you something. If you are 
willing to sell the Presidio, the Grand 
Canyon cannot be very far behind. 

So, Mr. President, I plead with my 
colleagues not to buy into this idea 
that you can take these one-shot, one
time windfalls from the leasing of the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, the 
selling of the Presidio, the selling of 
these power marketing administra
tions. 

As I said in the opening of my re
marks, my amendment does not pre
clude asset sales. It simply says deal 
with them in the usual course of busi
ness and do not score them for budget
ing purposes. 

I am not only not embarrassed, I 
have never been prouder of an amend
ment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, is it 
in order now, before using all of my 
time, to ask for the yeas and nays? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor and retain the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. STEVENS. How much time is re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico has 5 minutes, 
and the Senator from Arkansas has 1 
minute 48 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Out of the 5 minutes, 
I yield 3 minutes to Senator STEVENS 
from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to put in the 
RECORD section 5 of the President's bill 
indicating how he would treat the pro
ceeds from the sale of transfer of lands 
under his proposal. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PROCEEDS 
SEC. 5. Proceeds from a sale or transfer 

under this Act shall be recited to miscellane
ous receipts of the Treasury. If the President 
so designates, the net proceeds shall be in
cluded in the budget baseline required by the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 and shall be counted for 
the purposes of section 252 of that Act as an 
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offset to direct spending, notwithstanding 
section 257(e) of that Act. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
embarrassed for the proponents of this 
amendment. I am not embarrassed by 
the President. I think the President is 
trying to make some sense out of the 
Budget Act, and it is time that we con
sidered that. 

This is an attack on a proceeding to 
lease the Alaska oil reserve. It is not 
standing up straight. It is a duplicitous 
amendment. It is an amendment in
tended to kill the provision in the 
budget resolution that considers it a 
requirement of the Energy Committee 
to raise money. One of the ways they 
can raise that money is by bringing 
forth a bill to proceed to lease the one 
and one-half million acres on the Arc
tic coastal plain that has a fantastic 
potential for oil and gas. 

Furthermore, the Senator from Ar
kansas said, what happens in the next 
year? Hopefully in the next year you 
would discover oil. The last time I re
member people standing on this floor 
saying there is no oil was when we 
were considering legislation to allow 
leasing on the North Slope of Alaska, 
when they said that it would only 
produce about 1 billion barrels at the 
most. Mind you, that would have been 
the largest deposit on the North Amer
ican continent. But, as a matter of 
fact, we have already produced 10 bil
lion barrels. Ten billion barrels came 
out of that bill that came before the 
Senate. The argument went for days. 
Finally, the tie had to be broken by the 
Vice President of the United States. 

Now, we are in the same situation 
here. Mr. President, you are going to 
see more wildcats coming across this 
floor when ANWR is brought up than 
anything you have here. They have 
more things they can warn the public 
of. Look at that. They say we are try
ing to sell the Statue of Liberty. It is 
absolutely ludicrous again I say. I have 
never heard an argument stretched to 
that point. 

This resolution does not authorize 
the sale of anything. All the President 
wants to do is count the money when it 
is authorized to lease or to sell some
thing, and there already are a series of 
things authorized. The President is 
going to send up a bill to authorize the 
further sale of some of the assets on 
the Presidio at Monterey in California. 
As a matter of fact, it has already been 
leased. Do you know who it is leased 
to? Former Senator Cranston and the 
former leader of the Soviet Union, Mr. 
Gorbachev. They have leases there in 
the Presidio already. 

Now, when you look at it, all the 
President is saying is that in the proc
ess of acquiring money from the sale or 
lease of assets that are authorized by 
law, we ought to count them in the 
budget process. This amendment would 
deny the President that right. It would 
mean that he could not count the $1.4 

billion that will come in the first 4 
years of the leasing of ANWR. 

I thank the Senator from New Mex
ico for his courtesy. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 

say to the Senator from Alaska, my 
amendment does not stop the leasing of 
ANWR. That is not what this amend
ment is all about. You can go ahead 
and lease ANWR. But do not score it in 
the budget. That has been the law of 
the land for 10 years. 

All of a sudden we get this budget 
resolution presented to us and they say 
we are going to change the rules. If you 
can get $2 billion for Presidio, count it, 
score it. You have $4 billion in here, 
and next year you may not have $4 bil
lion in asset sales so you are going to 
have to find it elsewhere. Why, I say to 
the Senator, you might even have to 
pay royal ties on hard rock mining next 
year. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield for just one question? We are 
closing almost 50 bases in the United 
States. Why should we not count as in
come those portions of the bases we are 
going to sell? This amendment would 
not allow that. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, there 
is not a Governor in the United States, 
including the person sitting in the 
chair at this moment, who is a former 
Governor, in my opinion, that will take 
an asset sale or one-time windfall and 
put it into his operating budget. My 
amendment does not prohibit the sale 
of those bases. It just says, let's not 
change the budget rules to mask the 
deficit by scoring the revenues derived 
from these asset sales. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 

much time does Senator BUMPERS 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
one seconds. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do I 
have, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair 
very much. 

Mr. President, let me suggest there 
really are two arguments here. I think 
the paramount one is to get rid of any 
authority that the Energy Committee 
might have in its reconciliation in
structions to direct that we begin leas
ing of ANWR. While asset sales gen
erally seem to be the subject matter, I 
think that is the prime focus. 

And let me suggest for a minute a bit 
of arrogance about the United States, a 
bit of arrogance about those who think 
we can just continue to lock up our as
sets because we are so wealthy it does 
not matter. How does $180 billion worth 
of American assets called "oil" sound 

to average Americans-$180 billion 
worth? We will buy it from other coun
tries because we think we are so 
strong, so powerful, so economically 
self-sufficient we can just throw away 
our assets-$180 billion. 

Now, I know that people do not like 
to think of America as being arrogant 
about anything; we are humble people. 
But I submit, Mr. President, it is arro
gance to think that we can throw away 
$180 billion and say we will buy it from 
the Saudis. After all, it was only ours 
so why not just lock it up. 

Now, if there was harm coming to 
ANWR, many who will vote against 
Senator BUMPERS would vote with him. 
But that argument about how much 
damage is going to be done there just 
will not play too much longer. 

Now, let me make a second point. Let 
me make a second point on this issue. 
Mr. President, what happens if we fail 
to balance the budget and the Amer
ican dollar keeps coming down? Do you 
know what might happen, I say to the 
Senator from Alaska? The Saudi Ara
bians may say, "Pay us in yen." How 
does that strike you? "We do not want 
your American dollars. They are not 
good enough.'' 

Mr. STEVENS. For oil. 
Mr. DOMENICI. For oil. Pay us in 

yen. We will pay them in yen and guess 
what will happen. Oil prices go up 300 
percent in America. 

Why should we not use our own rath
er than depend totally upon them? 

I yield the floor, and if we have no re
maining time, I assume we are finished 
with this amendment and it will be ap
propriately stacked tomorrow by our 
leader. 

RURAL HOUSING GUARANTEED 
LOAN PROGRAM 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to engage in a colloquy with Senator 
DOMENICI, the distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee, with respect 
to the rural housing guaranteed loan 
program. 

In reviewing the report accompany
ing the Fiscal Year 1996 Concurrent 
Budget Resolution, I note that the Sen
ate Budget Committee recommends 
"the reduction or elimination of cer
tain subsidies provided by the federal 
government for a range of credit pro
grams in the Small Business Adminis
tration, the Federal Housing Adminis
tration, and the Rural Housing and 
Community Development Service." Am 
I correct in understanding this to mean 
that the Budget Committee assumes no 
savings from the Rural Housing and 
Community Development Service's 
Section 502 unsubsidized guaranteed 
loan program over the next seven 
years? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator from 
Rhode Island is correct. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President. I will op
pose the Roth amendment which takes 
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a meat-ax approach to eliminating fed
eral jobs. The administration has made 
laudable progress by downsizing the 
government by more than a quarter of 
a million workers by the end of the 
year. Under the leadership of Vice 
President GORE, careful evaluation, 
systematic studies, and cost-benefit 
analyses have been used to shape a 
leaner more effective Federal work 
force. Because it is not based on such 
studies and analysis, the Roth amend
ment, by contrast, could result in the 
slicing away of essential jobs, such as 
those needed to get out the social secu
rity checks, staff the veterans' hos
pitals, or to protect federal facilities 
and workers from another terrorist in
cident. Also, the Roth amendment, ac
cording to its author, assumes the 
elimination of the Department of Com
merce, an action with which I do not 
agree. 

AFDC 
Mr. MOYNlliAN. Mr. President, I in

tend to propose an amendment that 
will enable us to improve our welfare 
system rather than dismantle it. Under 
my amendment, Aid to Families With 
Dependent Children will remain a Fed
eral entitlement program. 

The amendment I propose will, over 7 
years, restore $55 billion to income se
curity programs, including Aid to Fam
ilies With Dependent Children, Supple
mental Security Income and Unem
ployment Insurance under the jurisdic
tion of the Finance Committee. 

My amendment is deficit neutral. It 
is financed by using part of the fiscal 
dividend that will accrue to the Fed
eral Government if we balance the 
budget. 

The budget resolution reported out 
by the Senate Budget Committee re
serves the fiscal dividend for tax cuts. 

I fail to understand how we can jus
tify tax cuts at the same time that we 
are, for example: withdrawing the Fed
eral guarantee of support for dependent 
children; reducing government pro
gra:m,s like Medicare and Medicaid by 
over 15 percent; and threatening an end 
to vital public services through the 
elimination of subsidies for AMTRAK. 

As I stated on introducing the Fam
ily Support Act of 1995 last Thursday: 

It is beyond belief that in the middle of the 
Great Depression in the 1930's, we provided 
for children a minimum benefit to keep them 
alive, and in the middle of a successful 1990's 
with a 7 trillion dollar economy we're going 
to take that away. 

Senators who have been following the 
subject of welfare policy will recognize 
the bill I introduced last week as a suc
cessor to the Family Support Act of 
1988, which was adopted in this Cham
ber just this side of 7 years ago, on Sep
tember 29, 1988, by a vote of 96 to 1. 

When President Ronald Reagan 
signed the bill in the Rose Garden on 
October 13, he thanked those who, as he 
said, shared the credit for "this land
mark legislation", including Senator 

DOLE, Senator PACKWOOD, and Senator 
Bentsen, as well as Representatives 
Rostenkowski, HANK BROWN, Michel, 
Frenzel, and Downey. 

These members of Congress will be 
remembered, President Reagan said: 
for accomplishing what many have at
tempted, but no one has achieved in several 
decades: a meaningful redirection of our wel
fare system. 

It will seem unimaginable to us 
today, but the Family Support Act was 
not a partisan political measure. 

Together Republicans and Democrats 
passed a bill that was based largely on 
what we had learned during the 1980's 
about how to get welfare recipients 
into work. A number of States had 
used the flexibility we gave them in 
1981 to do this, and there had been 
careful evaluation of their efforts. The 
Family Support Act of 1988 recognized 
a mutual obligation. The Government 
would provide training and child care, 
and help the parent find a job. But the 
parent had an obligation to do what 
was required. 

The proposal that is envisaged in this 
budget resolution is vastly different. It 
gives up entirely on a national com
mitment. 

We have a problem in this country 
that we share with most of the rest of 
the western world, and that is the prob
lem of the breakdown in family struc
ture. As recently as 1960 the percentage 
of children born to single parents was 
about 5 percent. A manageable prob
lem. It is now about 33 percent. The 
same trend is happening in Canada. 
The out-of-wedlock birth rate in the 
United Kingdom and France exceeds 30 
percent, very close to ours. 

And we do not know what to do about 
it. 

Dr. Lawrence Mead, professor at New 
York University, now visiting professor 
at the Woodrow Wilson School of Pub
lic and International Affairs at Prince
ton, testified before the Finance Com
mittee on March 9 of this year. He 
asked: 

Can the forces behind growing welfare be 
stemmed? Conservative analysts say that 
unwed pregnancy is the greatest evil in wel
fare, the cause not only of dependency but 
other social ills. On all sides, people call for 
a "family policy" that would solve this prob
lem. 

But we have no such policy. The great fact 
is that neither policymakers nor researchers 
have found any incentive, benefit, or other 
intervention that can do much to cut the 
unwed pregnancy rate. 

What we do know is that the program 
we enacted in 1988, the Job Opportuni
ties and Basic Skills Training [JOBS] 
Program, can have a modest, but im
portant effect. 

Dr. Mead told the committee that: 
A tough JOBS program appears to be one 

reason why Wisconsin has reduced its wel
fare rolls, despite generous welfare benefits. 
Very likely, JOBS has operated to restrain 
welfare growth nationwide. 

Lawrence Townsend, Director of the 
Department of Public Social Services 

of Riverside County, CA, who runs 
what is recognized as one of the most 
successful JOBS programs in the coun
try, spoke to the Finance Committee 
on March 20: 
* * * of the importance of the existence of a 
Federally mandated, properly focused, and 
adequately funded JOBS program. If de
signed properly, the JOBS program can be 
one of the best vehicles for assisting those 
who are AFDC-dependent to successfully tra
verse the road to self su~ficiency. 

The Family Support Act of 1995 
builds on what we know. Evaluation 
confirms that the JOBS program 
works. As a result of evaluation we are 
learning how programs can perform 
better, by increasing participation re
quirements, and placing more emphasis 
on actual work. 

States need more flexibility to test 
new policies. My bill allows States to 
set their own rules for assets and to de
sign their own rules for eligibility for 
the Unemployed Parent program-wel
fare benefits for 2-parent families. It 
says that a decision on a waiver will be 
made within 90 days. 

And we can fulfill our obligations to 
our Nation's children and still balance 
the budget in a reasonable timeframe if 
we eschew tax cuts. 

Faced with a huge budget deficits I 
have consistently opposed tax cuts in 
any shape or form. 

As I indicated 10 days ago on "Meet 
the Press": 

I dropped (the President's) tax cut plan the 
moment I heard about it. 

I oppose the tax cuts advocated in 
the Contract for America. The Con
tract for America's tax proposals were 
incorporated into the House budget 
resolution-a resolution that would 
eliminate the Federal guarantee on 
AFDC for dependent children while 
providing funding for a 7-year $354 bil
lion tax cut. 

And I am opposed to the tax cuts im
plicit in the budget resolution now be
fore the Senate. You may make the tax 
cuts appear costless by stipulating that 
tax reduction will be financed with the 
so-called fiscal dividend-estimated by 
CBO to be about $170 billion. 

But why should the fiscal dividend be 
reserved for tax cuts? 

Who can have a greater claim on our 
conscience than poor children. I am 
simply asking the Senate to adjust less 
than one-half of 1 percent of total 
spending provided for in the budget res
olution in favor of impoverished chil
dren. Have we really come to the point, 
at the close of the 20th century, when 
that is too much to ask? 

In a series of speeches in February of 
this year I opposed the constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. I 
stated then, and still believe, that we 
can and will balance the budget with
out a constitutional requirement. 

I noted the progress that had already 
been made as a result of a $500 billion 
deficit reduction program enacted in 
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1993--enacted I might add without one 
Republican vote in either the Senate or 
the House. As a result of deficit reduc
tion measures enacted in 1993, the defi
cit has declined for three straight 
years-from $290 billion in fiscal year 
1992 to an estimated $175 billion for the 
current fiscal year. 

Let us proceed with good cheer know
ing that we can get a balanced budget 
without ending an entitlement for de
pendent children. 

MEDICARE/MEDICAID CUTS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this de
bate is about priorities, fairness and 
choices. We agree on the bottom line. 
We agree on balancing the budget and 
bringing this deficit down. But we part 
company on how to get there. 

I say we should get to the bottom 
line without putting our seniors, our 
students, our farmers, and our working 
families in the firing line. 

I say we should choose quality health 
care for our seniors over unnecessary 
tax breaks for those who need it the 
least. 

In the last couple of weeks I have 
heard my Republican friends say that 
their budget resolution does not cut 
Medicare. They say, "Only in Washing
ton would someone say that reducing 
the rate of growth from 10 to 7.1 per
cent is a cut". 

Well, to this I respond with the fol
lowing: Only in Washington would they 
say to a senior citizen-We're not cut
ting your Medicare, just hand over $900 
more out of your pocket each year to 
pay for it. 

But, while we are doing it-remem
ber, it is not a cut. 

Only in Washington would they pro
pose the largest insurance rate hike on 
senior citizens in our country's his
tory, at the same time they hand over 
a new $20,000 tax break to those mak
ing over $350,000 a year. 

But, remember, it is not a cut. 
Only in Washington would we pro

pose soaking our seniors while we con
tinue to needlessly funnel billions into 
the bloated, wasteful Pentagon. 

But, remember, it is not a cut. 
Mr. President, a constituent · from 

Dubuque, IA,+ hit the nail right on the 
head when she wrote me last week. 
"How can they reconcile these cuts," 
she said, "and give tax cuts to the 
more affluent * * * meanwhile nothing 
is being cut from the Pentagon." 

Today, we spend five times more on 
our military than all of our potential 
enemies combined. If you couple that 
with what our allies spend-today, we 
are outspending our enemies ten to 
one. The United States and our allies 
spend about $510 billion a year. While 
our potential enemies spend about $54 
billion combined. 

And we can not find one thin dime to 
cut from the military? In fact, this 
budget increases the Pentagon by $25 
billion. 

Mr. President, let us call this what it 
is. This is an assault on our senior citi-

zens. A $256 billion assault. By far, the 
largest Medicare cut in history. 

We have a moral responsibility to 
bring down the deficit and balance the 
budget. But it is morally wrong to 
promise a huge tax cut to the wealthy 
at the same time we ask seniors to 
take a cut in their health care. 

It is morally wrong to give a $20,000 
gift to the wealthy while we cut bene
fits for seniors who live on less than 
$20,000 a year. 

I hear a lot of talk about the Con
tract With America. What about our 
Nation's contract with senior citizens? 
What about keeping that commitment? 

Medicare and Medicaid are a basic 
part of America's contract with sen
iors. And we ought not to break that 
contract to pay for a tax break to 
those who need it the least. 

These cuts will hit Iowa particularly 
hard. Iowa ranks first in percent of 
citizens over age 85 and third nation
ally in percent of the population over 
age 65. The health care system in rural 
Iowa is already on the critical list-we 
have too, few doctors, nurses, and 
other health care professionals and 
many of our rural hospitals are barely 
making it. 

And, Iowa hospitals, doctors, and 
other health professionals depend heav
ily on Medicare payments. In some 
rural Iowa hospitals, as much as 80 per
cent of total patient revenues come 
from the Medicare system. 

Iowa hospitals are financially 
strained and 75 percent of all hospitals 
lost money on patient revenue in 1993. 
But, according to a recent study con
ducted by Lewin-Vm, under the Repub
lican plan, Iowa hospitals will lose on 
average $1,276 for each Medicare case in 
the year 2000. And rural hospitals 
throughout the United States stand to 
lose $866 per case in the year 2000--Iowa 
rural hospitals will lose even more. 

But rural hospitals are not the only 
ones to lose. As rural hospitals go, so 
goes the rest of the health care system, 
so goes quality and access to care pro
vided to all Iowans, and so goes our 
rural economy. 

If the hospital closes it often means 
that the doctor's office closes, the 
pharmacy closes, and the nursing home 
goes. Pretty soon so does the local 
economy. It is a domino effect. 

Listen to what a doctor in Sibley, IA, 
had to say: 

In Sibley, we have a very viable, small 
rural hospital that gives total patient care. 
We are able to manage most patients effi
ciently and effectively. But with the pro
posed cuts in Medicare that the current 
budget is envisioning, we can see this as a 
terrible drain on our hospital's economy. 
The proposed cuts would put our hospital in 
a losing situation. Further cutting in the 
funding could certainly endanger the exist
ence of this hospital. In Sibley, the Osceola 
Community Hospital is the only hospital in 
a 20-mile radius. This could certainly be a 
hazard to the health of the general area. 

But Medicare is not the only item on 
the hit list. What about Medicaid? 
What about long-term care? 

Instead of improving the system, the 
Republicans are proposing a $175 billion 
cut in Medicaid. That will deal a heavy 
blow to the 6 out of 10 people in nursing 
homes who are receiving help from 
Medicaid. 

These people have used up whatever 
savings they had before they qualified 
for Medicaid. They are hard working 
middle-class families that, because of 
an illness in the family, have lost their 
life savings. 

They are not looking for an easy way 
out or handout. They continue to share 
in the cost of their care-they use their 
Social Security and pension income to 
pay as much of the bills as they can. 

But the Republican budget resolution 
would cut an estimated $299 million in 
long-term care spending in Iowa 
through the year 2000--a 15.3 percent 
cut in long-term care spending. 

Under these cuts, an estimated 5,300 
Iowans are expected to lose their eligi
bility for Medicaid long-term care ben
efits in 1996-and that could grow to 
28,500 by the year 2000. That is a 48 per
cent reduction in the number of long
term care recipients by the year 2000. 

I also hear a lot about our children in 
this budget debate. What about kids? 
This budget resolution places the 
health care of millions of children at 
risk. Thirteen percent of Iowa's chil
dren are covered by Medicaid and many 
of these children are very sick or have 
severe disabilities. 

These cuts are going to hurt hard 
working Iowa families. Let me give you 
just one example. 

Deb and Doug live in Lake View, IA, 
and in 1982 their son Jon was born en 
route to the hospital-2 months pre
mature. Jon spent 6 weeks in intensive 
care in Blank Children's Hospital in 
Des Moines. When Jon was 9 months 
old he was diagnosed with severe cere
bral palsy and severe developmental 
delays. Today, Jon is doing great. He is 
growing up in rural Iowa with his dad, 
mom, and big brother. 

Both Deb and Doug work-Doug dur
ing the day and Deb at night so one of 
them can always be home to care for 
Jon. But, Jon is able to stay home be
cause Medicaid help pays for Jon's 
health care and other services that will 
help him become an independent work
ing adult. 

Deb says that Jon would not be the 
happy healthy kid he is today if it was 
not for the help he received through 
Medicaid. Under this budget resolution 
there are no guarantees that Jon, or 
others like him, will continue to 're
ceived the health care services that he 
needs to live a full life. 

The budget resolution before us 
means that fewer children in working 
families and children with severe dis
abilities will have access to health 
care. Last year, 82 percent of the peo
ple who lost their health care coverage 
were children. Our children deserve a 
chance. Our children are our future and 
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if we do not take care of them now we 
will pay later-in lower productivity 
and greater health and education costs. 

Mr. President, I will end where I 
began. This is a debate about choices 
and the future. The future for not just 
the next generation of children, but 
this generation, too. 

Let us work to cut the deficit with
out cutting the future for seniors, 
working families, students, and kids. 
Let us make the right choice. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1123 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, dur
ing my campaign, I promised the vot
ers of Michigan to both oppose any ef
fort to raise their taxes and to support 
badly needed tax cuts-especially for 
the hard working middle-class families 
in our State. While not perfect, I in
tend to support the amendment before 
the Senate because it first provides for 
a balanced budget and also provides 
significant tax relief primarily tar
geted at American families. Indeed, I 
plan to support any reasonable pro
posal for middle-class family tax relief 
brought to the Senate until some form 
of family tax cut is adopted. 

Although I support much in this 
amendment, there are certain provi
sions which I would change given the 
opportunity. For example, while I sup
port restraining the growth of manda
tory spending, the underlying resolu
tion already slows the growth of Medi
care as much as most Governors are 
willing to support. 

Furthermore, while I agree that it is 
possible to reduce discretionary spend
ing further than the pending budget 
resolution provides, I do not think it is 
advisable to do so on a proportionate 
across-the-board basis. Rather, I be
lieve additional program eliminations 
and consolidations in targeted areas is 
the proper course to follow. 

Given these reservations, I intend to 
work to see that other spending reduc
tions-focused primarily on corporate 
welfare-are used to help pay for tax 
cuts in the event this amendment 
passes. 

A final concern I have is with the 
overall distribution of benefits result
ing from this amendment. I disagree 
with those who would set up a quota 
system for tax cuts, measuring the 
value of each provision by how uni
formly it distributes its benefits. At 
the same time, it is easy to forget that 
it is middle-class Americans and their 
families who pay most of the taxes the 
Federal Government consumes, and I 
believe they should be the primary 
beneficiaries of tax cuts. Thus, if this 
amendment or any other tax reduction 
proposal is adopted, I intend to work 
with the Finance Committee to ensure 
that middle-class Americans are made 
the focus of any tax cut passed by the 
Senate this year. 

POSITION ON VOTE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, due to 
an unfortunate miscommunication, my 

vote on the Harkin amendment to re
store education funding, which was the 
second of two back-to-back amend
ments, was not recorded. There is no 
one in the Senate who is a stronger ad
vocate for education programs than I 
am, and I am disappointed that this 
error occurred. If it had been recorded, 
my vote would have been "yea." 
RAISE TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES TO PAY FOR 

TAX CUTS BENEFITING THE WEALTHY? THAT' S 
THE REPUBLICAN PLAN 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, in the 
Republican budget resolution, there is 
only one explicit tax provision. It is 
not, as many Americans might guess, a 
measure to provide tax relief. Rather, 
it is a tax increase, and an egregious 
one at that. It is egregious because it 
targets those on the lowest rungs of 
the economic ladder, the families that 
are working harder than ever and yet 
are still struggling to support them
selves and their families. 

This provision would reduce pay
ments under the Earned Income Tax 
Credit [EITC] by $17 billion over 7 
years. More than 12 million low-income 
working families would see their tax 
bills go up by more than $1,500-and the 
money they have left over for food, 
housing, clothing and medical care go 
down. 

Make no mistake, however. The Re
publicans do plan further action on 
taxes. They plan to take the savings 
they achieve from cutting tax credits 
to low-income working families, cut
ting education, cutting Medicare-and 
use those savings to fund a tax cut 
which will largely benefit the wealthi
est members of our society. 

Some of my Republican colleagues 
have argued that they are not raising 
taxes on low-income workers, that 
they are merely reducing the rate of 
growth in the EITC program. This se
mantic exercise does not change one 
simple fact-this budget resolution will 
mean fewer dollars in the pockets of 
these workers. 

As we debate the proper level of fund
ing for the earned income tax credit, 
we should remember that the number 
we set will have a very real impact on 
millions of American families and over 
31,000 families in my State. I'd like to 
introduce you to two South Dakota 
families to illustrate my point. 

Karen Olson and Paul Lovestrand are 
a married couple who live in Rapid 
City, which is located in the western 
part of my home State. They have 
three small children-aged 4 years, 2 
years, and 7 months. Paul works 60 
hours per week as a baker at the Sixth 
Street Bakery and Deli, Karen works 
two part-time jobs-catering for the 
same deli and cleaning a dentist's of
fice. 

Despite their hard work, Karen and 
Paul do not have any savings. They 
have qualified for the EITC for the past 
2 years, receiving $600 this year. Karen 
and Paul relied on their EITC payment 

to cover the cost of a needed plumbing 
job and a repair to the steps of their 
house that was required by their insur
ance company. Without the EITC, they 
would have had to cut back in other 
areas to pay these repair bills. 

Nancy and Ted Lewis also live in 
Rapid City. They are married with two 
small children-aged 3 years and 6 
months. Both Nancy and Ted are col
lege-educated, but they have had trou
ble finding work since moving to Rapid 
City nearly 3 years ago. Ted holds 
down two jobs-he teaches English at 
Western Dakota Technical Institute 
and works at a sign-making store. 
Nancy is trained as an art teacher, but 
cannot find work that would pay more 
than the cost of child care. 

For the past 3 years, Nancy and Ted 
have qualified for the EITC, receiving 
the maximum amount this year. They 
have relied on their EITC payments for 
major car repairs, children's clothing 
and overdue bills. The EITC also al
lowed them to repay a loan they took 
out when Ted was between jobs and 
rent money was scarce. 

Karen and Paul and Nancy and Ted 
are playing by the rules. They are 
working hard and raising their children 
in a stable family environment. But 
even though they are doing everything 
right, their wages are not high enough 
to provide for all of their families' 
needs. 

For years, Democrats and Repub
licans have agreed that the Federal 
Government should give families like 
Karen and Paul's and Nancy and Ted's 
a helping hand. By lessening their tax 
burden, the EITC makes it a little easi
er for them to make ends meet. In 
other words, the EITC rewards those 
who choose work over welfare. 

But now my Republican colleagues 
have decided that the EITC program is 
out of control and fraught with fraud 
and error. These excuses are being used 
to justify a cut in funds for the pro
gram that President Ronald Reagan 
called "the best antipoverty, the best 
pro-family, the best job creation meas
ure to come out of the Congress." 

A quick look at these arguments 
shows they are without merit. First, 
the program is not out of control be
cause it is growing at the rate set by 
the Congress. In 1993, an expansion of 
the EITC was approved. Once this ex
pansion is fully phased in next year, 
the rate of growth level out so as to 
correspond to the rate of inflation and 
population growth. Indeed, the credit 
will decline as a percentage of GDP be
ginning in 1997. 

Second, the claims of some Senators 
that a whopping 35 to 45 percent of all 
EITC payments by the IRS are made 
erroneously are simply not true. It is 
true that an IRS study of 1,000 returns 
filed electronically in January 1994 
found that approximately 25 percent of 
the EITC benefits claimed were in 
error. The IRS concluded that many of 
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these errors were unintentional but 
that some significant fraud also ex
isted. 

What the critics will not tell you, 
however, is that the Clinton adminis
tration has acted swiftly and aggres
sively to correct this problem. Specifi
cally, 12 measures to simplify the EITC 
and reduce erroneous or undeserved 
claims have already been adopted. The 
critics conveniently leave out another 
very important fact. The study that 
they rely on was conducted before any 
of the administration's anti-error pro
visions were put in place. 

Mr. President, there can be no jus
tification for this rollback of the EITC, 
other than a desire on the part of my 
Republican colleagues to find ways to 
pay for their tax cut plan, which will 
largely benefit the wealthy. Putting 
the burden of paying for that ill-ad
vised plan on low-income families is 
simply inexcusable. 

Mr. F AffiCLOTH. Mr. President, 
when I was elected to the Senate in 
1992, I came to Washington committed 
to taking bold action in order to bal
ance the Federal budget and eliminate 
the national debt. I knew that the 
tough decisions necessary to reach 
these goals would require tremendous 
political courage by individual Mem
bers of Congress. Frankly Mr. Presi
dent, it was not until the Republican 
Party assumed control of the Congress 
last November and Senator DOMENICI 
assumed the chairmanship of the Budg
et Committee that I began to see the 
sort of courage necessary to put Ameri
ca's financial house in order. 

Despite having control of the White 
House and both chambers of Congress 
from 1992 to 1994, the Democrat Party 
failed to offer a plan to balance the 
budget. Instead, President Clinton gave 
America its largest tax increase ever 
and proposed a government takeover of 
health care. This is just the type of be
havior which voters have come to ex
pect from President Clinton. When 
faced with an impending financial dis
aster his administration offered this 
Nation higher taxes and bigger govern
ment as the solution. Well, with the 
support of his congressional allies, 
President Clinton got his tax increase, 
but his big-government approach to 
health care crashed and sank on the 
rocks of old-fashioned American com
mon sense. 

That was the last Congress. What 
plan has the President offered during 
the 104th Congress to balance the budg
et? In the words of Senator DOLE, 
President Clinton has been AWOL on 
the budget-"absent without leader
ship." I just don't understand it. Every 
time that President Clinton stares a 
balanced budget in the eye, he blinks. 
First, he actively fought against the 
balanced budget amendment, and then 
he refused to offer his own plan for 
bringing the Federal budget into bal
ance. Moreover, when his cabinet in-

formed him that we are facing an im
minent Medicare crisis, the President 
did nothing. Perhaps, that is what he 
does best: nothing. 

When President Clinton does meekly 
act to fulfill his constitutional respon
sibilities, such as proposing his own 
budget plan, even his own party cuts 
and runs. Last week the Senate re
jected the Clinton budget by a vote of 
99 to 0. No one voted for the Clinton 
budget. No responsible Member of Con
gress would dare vote for a budget 
which would have increased the deficit 
from $176 billion this year to $276 bil
lion in the year 2000 by which time we 
would have added $1.2 trillion to the 
national debt. And yet this is what 
President Clinton proposed. 

President Clinton may be content to 
sit in the Oval Office at the other end 
of Pennsylvania Avenue and blithely 
ignore the current budget crisis and 
the daily mounting debt, but I for one 
did not leave 45 years of hard work in 
the private sector to come to Washing
ton and turn a blind-eye to our Na
tion's fundamental problem. That is 
why I have come to the Senate floor 
today to assure my colleagues that I 
am wholeheartedly committed to 
working with them to· balance the 
budget, and go beyond that to paying 
down the principal on our $4.7 trillion 
national debt. 

A child born today would have to pay 
$187,500 over his or her lifetime just to 
pay interest on the national debt. For 
those concerned about the impact of 
the proposed budget on children, this 
per child cost imposed by the national 
debt should be the real focus of our 
concern for children. 

We all know that the steps necessary 
to balance the budget will not be easy. 
It will require each of us to summon up 
the courage to cut or eliminate Gov
ernment programs which in times of a 
budget surplus we might otherwise sup
port. 

I recognize that such questions about 
Government programs are difficult, but 
as the national debt continues to grow 
out of control at a rate of $20 million 
per hour, the questions only become 
more difficult. That is why last week I 
introduced a welfare reform bill which 
addresses the root causes of welfare de
pendency and runaway welfare costs. It 
is also why I agreed to co-chair the 
Senate task force on the elimination of 
Federal agencies which today will an
nounce plans for abolishing the Depart
ment of Commerce. Plans for eliminat
ing the Departments of HUD, Energy, 
and Education are in the offing. 

We must not lack the courage to act 
together to take bold actions such as 
limiting the growth in welfare spend
ing, abolishing unnecessary agencies, 
and reforming Medicare. To do other
wise, will be to tell our children and 
grandchildren that the generation 
which fought and won World War II and 
the cold war has now chosen to abdi-

cate its generational responsibility. A 
legacy of debt is grossly inconsistent 
with the self-reliant pioneer values 
which have built this great Nation and 
made it the world's lone superpower. 

When debate time on the budget reso
lution has expired and the time for vot
ing occurs, the eyes of the world and 
our children will be focused on the 
United States Senate. They will wait 
to see whether, like the House of Rep
resentatives, Members of the Senate 
possess the courage and vision to sup
port a resolution which provides for a 
balanced budget. 

We have already seen the reaction of 
the world's financial markets when the 
balanced budget amendment died in 
this Chamber not long ago. If we repeat 
that profile in cowardice we will no 
doubt reap the whiriwind. We will sig
nal to the rest of the world and more 
importantly to our children that noth
ing has changed in Washington-the 
business as usual spending spree con
tinues and we have no intention what
soever to make serious spending cuts. 

I commend Chairman DOMENICI for 
his outstanding leadership in drafting a 
long overdue plan to end our Nation's 
experiment with fiscal irresponsibility. 
In my short career in the Senate, I can 
think of no vote more important than 
this one. Our votes on this budget reso
lution will clearly define where each of 
us stands on the most important issue 
facing our Nation. I intend to stand 
with those who want to balance the 
budget by 2002. I intend to stand with 
those who believe that America's fami
lies are desperately in need of tax re
lief. 

The people of North Carolina who 
sent me here expect and deserve no 
less. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 

now ask unanimous consent that there 
be a period for the transaction of morn
ing business, with Senators permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO COL. JOSEPH W. 
CORNELISON 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise to 
recognize the dedication, public serv
ice, and patriotism of Col. Joseph W. 
Cornelison, U.S. Army, on the occasion 
of his retirement after 26 years of 
faithful service to our Nation. Colonel 
Cornelison's strong commitment to ex
cellence will leave a lasting impact on 
the vitality of our modern war fighters, 
commanding admiration and respect 
from his military colleagues and Mem
bers of Congress. 
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Colonel Cornelison, a 1969 graduate of 

the U.S. Military Academy, is serving 
his last day of a 21-month assignment 
as the special assistant for Environ
ment and Installations, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Leg
islative Affairs. 

He holds a master's degree in public 
service from Western Kentucky Univer
sity, and has his juris doctorate from 
Georgetown University Law Center. 

From April 1970 to August 1971, Colo
nel Cornelison was a forward observer, 
fire direction officer, and artillery liai
son officer, 173d Airborne Brigade, Re
public of Vietnam. He ensured the ef
fective delivery of direct artillery sup
port to an infantry unit in combat. He 
then served as battery commander, as
sistant division personnel officer and 
assistant battalion operations officer 
for 101st Airborne Division [Air As
sault] in Fort Campbell, KY. As com
mander, he conducted a tactical 
standdown of a field artillery battery 
in Vietnam and redeployed its person
nel and equipment to the United 
States. In the personnel position, was a 
key player in the assignment of several 
hundred officers and undertook review 
of an array of regulatory requirements 
to identify those that could be elimi
nated because of redundancy, obsoles
cence or insufficient value. He also or
ganized and executed an advanced 
training program for newly assigned 
personnel. 

From August 1977 to July 1978, Colo
nf'l Cornelison was the law clerk to the 
HL . Oliver Gasch, judge of U.S. Dis
tric, Court for the District of Colum
bia. He assisted the judge in manage
ment of his civil docket which included 
hearings, researching, and briefing is
sues and drafting opinions. He then 
served as trial counsel, chief of admin
istrative law, and officer-in-charge of 
Bamberg Branch Office for the 1st Ar
mored Division in the Federal Republic 
of Germany. In these three positions, 
he progressed from serving as prosecu
tor in criminal trials to providing legal 
support on issues associated with com
mand to serving as city counsel to a 
major military community. 

Colonel Cornelison went to serve as 
assistant to the General Counsel, Office 
of the Secretary of the Army, Head
quarters, Department of the Army, 
Washington, DC from June 1982 to De
cember 1983. He developed improve
ments to debarment and suspension 
procedures and increasing emphasis on 
contract fraud discovery and avoid
ance. He contributed to studies of spare 
parts procurement and of ways to im
prove contracting for major weapons. 
His next position was as chief, Special 
Litigation Branch (Environmental), Of
fice of the Judge Advocate General, 
Washington, DC from December 1983 to 
January 1985. He organized a team of 
five attorneys and two engineers to as
sist Department of Justice in a lawsuit 
filed against Shell Oil under the Com-

prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act. He 
then served as General Counsel [SJA] 
for U.S. Army South and Joint Task 
Force Panama from July 1985 to June 
1989. He managed the delivery of all 
legal services within the command. 

munity. His persistently positive im
pact on others and his continuous com
mitment to making a difference cannot 
be overstated. For six decades, Lou has 
been recognized repeatedly for his hard 
work on behalf of the Sioux Falls com
munity. His efforts in reaching across 
religious lines to work with persons of 
all faiths deservedly has earned the re
spect and affection of many people, in
cluding myself. I extend my sincere 
gratitude and appreciation to Lou 
Hurwitz for his selfless service to the 
people of South Dakota, the Sioux 
Falls Jewish community, and thou
sands of others elsewhere. 

Mr. President, Lou's extraordinary 
dedication to helping others mirrors 
the teachings of the Hebrew scholar, 
Maimonides. According to the teach
ings of Maimonides, the highest level 
of charity is to enable other human 
beings to help themselves. I am proud 
of Lou's efforts in that regard. He has 
enabled countless Jewish refugees 
around the world to become stronger. I 
congratulate Lou for all he has accom
plished. He has left a legacy that al
ways will be a source of pride to all 
South Dakotans. I join with Lou's 
friends and family members in wishing 
this extraordinary man the very best 
in all he has yet to achieve. 

IS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES 

Colonel Cornelison's next assignment 
was as special counsel to the Assistant 
Attorney General (Civil Division) for 
Department of Justice from July 1989 
to June 1990. He was selected to serve 
in this capacity under a fellowship 
through the Army War College. He rep
resented DOJ on an interagency group 
responsible for implementing a Presi
dential executive order calling for a 
drug-free, Federal workplace, serving 
as liaison to the Executive Office for 
U.S. Attorneys, and advising on settle
ment of litigation. He served as chief, 
Environmental Law Division, Office of 
the Judge Advocate General for the De
partment of the Army· from June 1990 
to March 1991. He managed the Army's 
environmental litigation and provided 
legal advice to the Army staff and exe
cuted the Army's environmental pro
gram. From March 1991 to September 
1993, he was executive to the Judge Ad
vocate General for the Department of 
the Army. Served as personal advisor 
and executive assistant to the Army's 
senior military lawyer. He managed an 
office of 74 lawyers and 47 support per
sonnel, $3,000,000 budget, and assisted 
in providing legal support to the Army 
worldwide. Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the im-

Colonel Cornelison currently is serv- pression simply will not go away: To
ing as assistant for Installations and day's $4.8 trillion Federal debt is a gro
Environment, Office of the Assistant tesque parallel to the energizer bunny 
Secretary of Defense for Legislative we see, and see, and see on television. 
Affairs. He serves as a liaison between The Fe_deral debt keeps going and going 
Congress and the Office of the Sec- and gom~-up, of course-alw~ys to the 
retary of Defense and as an advocate of · added misery of the American tax-
the Department's legislative program. payers. . .. 

Our Nation, the u.s. Army, his wife So many pollti?Ians talk a good 
Ella and his family, can truly be proud game-whe~ •• tha~. IS: they go home. to 
of the colonel's many accomplish- talk-and tal~ . IS the oper~ti_ve 
ments. A man of his extraordinary tal- word-about brmgmg Federal deficits 
ent and integrity is rare indeed. While and the Federal debt under control. 

. . . . But sad to say so many of these 
hi~ hon~rable service Will be genumely very ~arne politicians have regularly 
~ms~ed m the Department of Defen~e, voted for one bloated spending bill 
It gives me great p~easure to recogmze after another during the 103d Congress 
Col. Joseph C~rnell~on before my pol- and before. Come to think about it, 
le~gues. an~ wish him a~l. of our best this may have been a primary factor in 
Wishes m his new and exCitmg career. the new configuration of U.S. Senators 

TRIBUTE TO LOUIS HURWITZ 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay special tribute to Louis 
Hurwitz of Sioux Falls, SD, on his re
tirement after 57 years as executive 
secretary of the Sioux Falls Jewish 
Welfare Fund, a branch of the United 
Jewish Appeal. His tireless efforts in 
assisting the education, well-being, and 
happiness of countless Jewish refugees 
worldwide is admirable. 

To understand the depth of Lou's 
love for and dedication to the happi
ness of others, one need only review his 
constant involvement in and uncom
mon generosity to the Sioux Falls com-

as a result of last November's elec
tions. 

In any event, Mr. President, as of 
yesterday, Monday, May 22, at the 
close of business, the total Federal 
debt stood-down to the penny-at ex
actly $4,883,843,317,167.73 or $18,539.15 
per man, woman, child on a per capita 
basis. Res ipsa loquitu. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 

as in executive session, I ask unani
mous consent the Senate immediately 
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proceed to the consideration of Execu
tive Calendar Nos. 124 through 143, and 
all the nominations on the Secretary's 
desk en bloc. I further ask that the 
nominations be confirmed en bloc, the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table en bloc, that any statements re
lating to the nominations appear at 
the appropriate place in the RECORD, 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate's action, and that the 
Senate then return to legislative ses
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL MORTGAGE 
CORPORATION 

Eugene Branstool, of Ohio, to be a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the Federal Agri
cultural Mortgage Corporation. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Karl N. Stauber, of Minnesota, to be Under 
Secretary of Agriculture for Research, Edu
cation, and Economics. 

AIR FORCE 

The following-named officer for appoint
ment to the grade of general while assigned 
to a position of importance and responsibil
ity under Title 10, United States Code, Sec
tion 601: 

To be general 
Lt. Gen. Billy J. Boles, 238-58-4132, United 

States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. John C. Griffith, 418-54-4242, 

United States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Lloyd W. Newton, 247-72--5211, 

United States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of general on the retired 
list pursuant to the provisions to Title 10, 
United States Code, Section 1370: 

To be general 
Gen. Charles G. Boyd, 484-40-5640, United 

States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of general on the retired 
list pursuant to the provisions to Title 10, 
United States Code, Section 1370: 

To be general 
Gen. John M. Loh, 577-50-2768, United 

States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for reappoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. John S. Fairfield, 571-50-9817, 

United States Air Force. 
The following-named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general on 
the retired list pursuant to the provisions of 
Title 10, United States Code, Section 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Carl G. O'Berry, 363-34-3273, Unit

ed States Air Force. 

The following-named officer for appoint
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Eugene D. Santarelli, 287-38-8548, 

United States Air Force. 
ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Leonard D. Holder, Jr., 212--44-

4106, U.S. Army. 
The following named officer for reappoint

ment to the grade of general while assigned 
to a position of importance and responsibil
ity under title 10, United States Code, sec
tions 601(a) and 3033: 

TO BE GENERAL 

To be chief of staff of the Army 
Gen. Dennis J. Reimer, 447-3~3390, U.S. 

Army. 
The following named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be general 
Gen. Gordon R. Sullivan, 020-2~9577, U.S. 

Army. 
The following named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Marvin L. Covault, 479-44-6364, 

U.S. Army. 
The following named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Robert E. Gray, 274-38-2703, U.S. 

Army. 
The following named officer for reappoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. John E. Miller, 489-4~5106, U.S. 

Army. 
The following named officer for appoint

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. William G. Carter III, 104-3~ 

3026, U.S. Army. 
NAVY 

The following named officer to be placed 
on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be vice admiral 
Vice Adm. Donald F. Hagen, 502--34-6249, 

U.S. Navy. 
MARINE CORPS 

The following named officer for appoint
ment as Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, and ap
pointment to the grade of general while serv
ing in that position under the provisions of 
Title 10, United States Code, section 5043: 

To be commandant of the Marine Corps 
Lt. Gen. Charles C. Krulak, 224-54-7364, 

USMC. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Karl N. Stauber, of Minnesota, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK 

IN THE Affi FORCE, ARMY, MARINE CORPS, NAVY 

Air Force nominations beginning Robert 
D. Curry, and ending Ward Y. Tom, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 30, 1995. 

Air Force nominations beginning Major 
Bradley C. Andreesen, and ending Major 
Charles E. Lowrey, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 3, 1995. 

Air Force nominations beginning Major 
Jose T. Aguinega, and ending Major Stephen 
L. Jerentowski, which nominations were re
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 3, 1995. 

Air Force nomination of James C. Ingram, 
Jr., which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 24, 1995. 

Army nominations beginning John A. 
Adams, and ending * Dari Wollschlaeger, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 23, 1995. 

Army nominations beginning * Russell R. 
Moores, Jr .. and ending Michael J. Smith, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 30, 1995. 

Army nominations beginning James W. 
Clevenger, Jr., and ending Charles M. King, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 24, 1995. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning David 
F. Allen, and ending Euseekers Williams, Jr., 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 23, 1995. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning Ste
phen J. Acosta, and ending Gregory N. Zima, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of May 2, 1995. 

Navy nominations beginning Vanita Ahvja, 
and ending PerryN. Willette, which nomina
tions were received by the Senate and ap
peared in the Congressional Record of March 
30, 1995. . 

Navy nominations beginning Charles S. 
Abbot, and ending Jake Zweig, which nomi
nations were received by the Senate and ap
peared in the Congressional Record of March 
30, 1995. 

Navy nominations beginning Ryan D. 
Aaron, and ending David G. Zook, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 30, 1995. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to legislative session. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
would ask to be acknowledged so that 
I might begin 10 minutes and when 
there is 2 minutes remaining, if I could 
be notified. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Idaho. 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair very much. 
I think we have had some tremen

dous debate on the whole issue of the 
budget. We have heard people say, yes, 
there is enough that has been taken 
out or added or there is too much. 

The fact is that on this budget de
bate, whether or not we should balance 
the budget, if we follow the status quo, 
which is by far the easier thing to do 
today, because we will not have to 
make the tough votes if we follow the 
status quo that we have been on for so 
many years-the fact is if we follow 
that status quo, we will lose this coun
try. 

The spirited, the polite, partisan de
bate that we have had during the 
course of this discussion will give way 
if we pursue the status quo to an abso
lute crisis situation. Shock waves will 
be sent throughout the world if in fact 
the United States reaches that point of 
financial collapse. And in that situa
tion, Mr. President, as you well know, 
there will not be a United States to 
bail us out. 

The last balanced budget was 1969. I 
was a junior in high school in 1969. 
Now, I can tell you that was not that 
long ago. I can relate back to that. I 
now have a daughter who next year 
will be a junior in high school. So you 
see, it has been a generation since we 
have had a balanced budget. 

In high school, the last thing that I 
ever thought about as a high school 
student was a balanced national budg
et. It just did not cross my mind, and 
yet at that time, we had a balanced 
budget. 

But $5 trillion later, I wished that 
the adults of that era would have real
ized what should have been done-$5 
trillion later. Now I am the father of 
two great kids, Heather and Jeff. Next 
year they will both be in high school. 
But the difference between their being 
in high school and when I was in high 
school is that they now will owe, as 
every other American in this country 
will owe, $19,000 on the national debt, 
and they did not do anything wrong ex
cept to inherit this $5 trillion debt. 

In the State of Idaho, the State law 
requires that we must have a balanced 
budget every year, and in the same 
world that our Federal Government op
erates today in its red ink, Republican 
Gov. Phil Batt gave the people of Idaho 
a $40 million property tax relief. The 
fact of the matter was, it was their 
money, just as it is the money of the 
people of America that we are talking 
about. It is not the Government's 
money. 

So we owe it to our kids to deal with 
this issue, and we owe it to our parents 
to deal with this issue, our parents who 

came through the recession and the De
pression and tell us the stories of that 
and how it made it very clear to them: 
You do not live beyond your means. 
You just do not do that. 

The interest payments on the na
tional debt are the third largest part of 
the budget. And the interest payments 
do not buy a single school lunch, and 
they do not buy a single road and they 
do not make a single payment on a 
Medicare bill. 

The national debt rises $355,000 every 
minute. In 1 second, $6,000--just now. 
That is how fast this is growing. 

All of this talk about budget cuts, a 
budget cut in Washington means some
thing. very different than a budget cut 
in Idaho. In the Nation's Capital, when 
a Government program asks for a 5-
percent budget increase, and it is only 
granted a 3-percent budget increase, we 
do not call that a cut. That is an in
crease. But that is not how Washing
ton, DC, deals with it. We are simply 
slowing the growth. The budget pack
age that I am backing will bring us a 
balanced budget over the next 7 years 
by holding the growth of Government 
spending to around 3 percent a year. 

What about Social Security and Med
icare? Well, we do not touch the Social 
Security pension trust fund, and we 
should not because it is not the prob
lem. Medicare, on the other hand, must 
be fixed. The trustees say that it will 
be bankrupt in 7 years if the escalating 
growth is not stopped. 

When you think about that, if you 
are now 55 years old after spending a 
lifetime paying Medicare taxes, there 
is no assurance that there will be 
enough money to pay doctor bills when 
you become eligible. That is unaccept
able, and that is why we are going to 
deal with that in this budget. 

The next tough issue is taxes. I op
pose tax increases, but what about tax 
cuts? I will support tax cuts that meet 
these tests. First, they must not slow 
the effort to balance the budget. And 
second, they must encourage invest
ment, help families with children, help 
small business, encourage savings that 
will pay for college, care for the elder
ly, and the purchase of first homes. 

I will just conclude by saying that 
after all of this discussion, I think we 
need to realize that what we are talk
ing about is the money of the Amer
ican citizen. Again, not the Govern
ment's money. It is time that we start 
leaving more of the American citizen's 
money with the citizen and not the 
Government. 

This 104th Congress, I think, will go 
down in history as that session of Con
gress that finally stopped the financial 
decline which would lead to the ruin of 
this country and will return it to a fi
nancial stability that we will look 
back to with a great deal of pride some 
day. 

Yes, we have some real tough votes 
that are facing us. But what Idahoans 

tell me is that we absolutely must bal
ance the Nation's budget and we must 
do it by making it an evenhanded ap
proach so that we can look and see 
that our neighbors also are taking part 
in the sacrifice. As long as all of us are 
sharing in this, this is absolutely the 
right thing to do for this Nation. 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
Senator PETE DOMENICI and all the 
members of the Budget Committee 
that has brought us this budget resolu
tion which is going to put us on that 
course so that we will have financial 
stability, so that the greatest nation in 
the world can look with pride to know 
that its future will be bright, that we 
will avoid that financial collapse we 
have been headed toward and, again, 
that all Members of this 104th Congress 
will know that some day we will be 
judged as that Congress that did the 
right thing by action and not rhetoric. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia. 

GETTING THE BUDGET UNDER 
CONTROL 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
just like to say to my friend from 
Idaho, I appreciate his remarks on the 
reasons for getting the budget under 
control and the historic nature of this 
undertaking. I, too, although I cer
tainly do not agree with everything in 
the budget resolution and I have sup
ported a number of amendments and 
will support others tomorrow, I, too, 
want to add my thanks and congratula
tions to Senator DOMENICI, the chair
man of the Budget Committee, and 
others on the Budget Committee, Sen
ator EXON and all who worked so long 
and hard, disagreeing often, but com
ing out with this budget resolution 
that at least is a beginning point in the 
debate for the road we must travel. 

It is my hope that I will be able to 
support this resolution in the final 
analysis. It will depend on what 
amendments are adopted or not adopt
ed tomorrow. But I certainly hope that 
I will be able to support it. It is my 
hope that when it goes to conference, 
the conference will look carefully at 
what the Senate did today in turning 
down the very large tax cuts that were 
proposed by the Senator from Texas. 
All of us would like tax cuts, all of us 
would like to return that money to the 
American people because it is their 
money, but I think the public over
whelmingly that I represent wants us 
to get the budget under control and 
does not want us to take steps that will 
make that more and more difficult. 

We all know that there is going to be 
group after group coming here this 
summer that are going to be complain
ing about budget cuts, many of them 
with justification because they are 
going to be impacted. We all know that 
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after that process starts, it is more 
likely there is going to be fallback in 
this regard. We all know that we need 
a reserve fund because we are going to 
have difficulties in implementation 
based on any historical examination. 

So it is my hope that when the con
ference takes place, that the message, 
by a strong vote from the U.S. Senate, 
to concentrate on deficit reduction and 
wait until we have really accomplished 
that before declaring a dividend I hope 
sinks in. 

IN MEMORY OF LES ASPIN 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am deep

ly saddened by the death of my close 
friend and colleague, Les Aspin. Many 
of us in this body have known Les for 
many, many, many years and worked 
very closely with him. 

Les Aspin devoted his life to public 
service. In his younger years, he served 
in the Senate on the staff of our former 
colleague, Senator William Proxmire. 
He also served as staff assistant to 
Walter Heller, the former Chairman of 
President Kennedy's Council of Eco
nomic Advisers and on the staff of Sec
retary of Defense Robert McNamara. 

Les Aspin was elected to the House of 
Representatives in 1970, and he imme
diately sought and was granted mem
bership on the House Armed Services 
Committee on which he later served as 
chairman from 1985 through 1992. 

I had the great honor and privilege of 
working with Les since I came to the 
Senate in 1973. From 1987 through 1992, 
we served respectively as chairmen of 
the House and Senate Armed Services 
Committees. During that time, when 
our chairmanships overlapped, we de
veloped a close personal and profes
sional relationship, and we forged six 
National Defense Authorization Acts 
during that period. 

Mr. President, these years were 
marked by national defense challenges 
of great difficulty and complexity. In 
1987, the cold war had begun to thaw, 
but barely so. There were many divi
sions in Congress on national defense 
issues, ranging from the size of the de
fense budget to the procurement of par
ticular weapons systems to the appro
priate course of national strategy. At a 
time when many sought substantial re
ductions in national defense commit
ments and programs, Les Aspin pro
vided a voice for a strong national se
curity and a sensible American foreign 
policy. 

As the former Soviet Union col
lapsed, many sought to rapidly disman
tle our military establishment. Les 
Aspin recognized the continuing dan
gers facing the United States and suc
cessfully led the House of Representa
tives in support of a measured defense 
builddown, which was designed to 
maintain our military capacity in an 
era of defense reductions. Les was a 
particularly forceful advocate for de-

fense conversion and retraining pro
grams designed to assist military per
sonnel, civilian workers, and the de
fense industry in adjusting to a new 
era with new challenges. 

Les was also both an originator and 
strong supporter in the House, and as 
Secretary of Defense, of the program 
that is known as the Nunn-Lugar pro
gram that works for nuclear and chem
ical dismantlement in the former So
viet Union that has been so effective in 
helping denuclearize three former nu
clear states and also helped in disman
tling both chemical and nuclear weap
ons. We have a long way to go in that 
regard, but Les Aspin was on board 
when that ship was launched, which is 
probably our most important national 
security challenge-that is, non
proliferation in the breakup of the So
viet empire. 

During this entire period, I developed 
tremendous respect for the breadth of 
Les Aspin's knowledge and his devotion 
to the cause of national defense. Les 
was a brilliant analyst, but he was 
more than a scholar; he was an out
standing legislator and a master at 
putting together coalitions in the 
House of Representatives during a very 
tough period of time for national secu
rity. 

I will always treasure the memories 
of working with Les on the House-Sen
ate conferences on the National De
fense Authorization Act that were en
acted during the period in which we 
chaired our respective committees. The 
challenge of crafting a conference 
agreement was always daunting in the 
contentious atmosphere of the cold war 
and post-cold-war eras. Each year, hun
dreds of language and funding dif
ferences divided the two Houses-and 
we were continually faced with the 
threat of a veto over controversial is
sues such as the ABM Treaty, abortion, 
and prerogatives of the executive 
branch. 

Les and I talked on the telephone and 
met very frequently, not just during 
conference but also in the months be
fore we passed either the House or Sen
ate bill. These meetings were quiet and 
unpublicized, but they enabled us to 
shape bills in both the House and the 
Senate which could be reconciled in 
conference and also signed in to law by 
a Republican President. 

Much as I appreciated and admired 
Les Aspin's policy and legislative 
skills, what I enjoyed most about Les 
was his sense of humor. Frequently, 
when a conference point reached its 
most critical point, we could count on 
a story from Les to break the tension 
and produce a bipartisan compromise. 
Nobody loved a joke more than Les 
Aspin, and I can still see that big grin 
on his face laughing heartily in the 
middle of a conference right at a cru
cial moment, which gave us the kind of 
balance, the kind of sense of priorities 
to understand that it was our job to 

reconcile our differences and to come 
to conclusions in the interest of na
tional security. He never lost sight of 
the serious policy issues that con
fronted us, but he never got personal in 
his fervent support for one position or 
another. 

Les Aspin served as Secretary of De
fense during a particularly difficult 
time. I enjoyed working very closely 
with him and his staff during his ten
ure as Secretary of Defense. Lacking a 
cold war enemy and a national consen
sus on defense issues, Les was faced 
with the extraordinary challenges of 
managing a defense builddown while 
retaining essential military capabili
ties. The complex and new inter
national circumstances surrounding 
events in places such as the former 
Yugoslavia, Somalia, and Haiti added 
to the complexity of his task. Through
out this period, he continued to work 
diligently toward building a new foun
dation for our defense needs in the 21st 
century. And as Secretary of Defense, 
he laid a foundation for the defense 
drawdown that hopefully will avoid the 
mistakes of the past. At least he did 
his part. 

During his years of service as a mem
ber of the House Armed Services Com
mittee and as Secretary of Defense, Les 
continually fought for a strong, well
equipped, and affordable national secu
rity. He was always on the cutting edge 
of national defense policy during both 
the cold war and during the post-cold
war builddown. His creative approaches 
to national strategy, acquisition poli
cies, and defense budget matters have 
made a lasting and indelible contribu
tion to this Nation's security. 

After his service as Secretary of De
fense, he continued to serve our Nation 
as chairman of the President's Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board, as chair
man to the Commission on Intel
ligence, and as a member of the Com
mission on Roles and Missions of the 
Armed Forces. It was in this capacity 
that I last talked to him on the tele
phone at length about some of the aspi
rations he had for changing our intel
ligence community. Les never lost his 
ardor or his commitment to public 
service. 

Mr. President, the Nation has lost a 
devoted public servant who contributed 
much and who had so much more to 
contribute to our national security. 

I have lost a valued friend and a real 
colleague, a friendship that I will cher
ish forever, and a man that I will miss 
very much. 

I thank the Chair. 

TRIBUTE TO LES ASPIN 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 

like to associate myself with the com
ments of our distinguished colleague 
from Georgia. Before he departs the 
floor, I thought we might put in one 
additional chapter in reminiscing 



May 23~ 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14109 
about our dearly beloved friend, Les 
Aspin. It was a period when the two 
Armed Services Committees met, and I 
was privileged at that time for some 6 
years to serve as ranking member, to
gether with Senator NUNN as chairman, 
and Les Aspin as chairman of the 
House. I remember when we would act 
as the "big four." If the Senator from 
Georgia will remember that---

Mr. NUNN. Along with Congressman 
Bill Dickinson. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes, Congressman Bill 
Dickinson. There would be absolute 
deadlock in the conferences. The big 
four would sort of get off together, and 
the other members, I think they were 
slightly envious in some respects, but 
in other respects, they were glad they 
did not have to make the decisions the 
big four had to crank out. 

Mr. NUNN. I think many times it was 
like we were the "little four" rather 
than the big four. 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. But 
my friend from Georgia is a man of 
great patience. Chairman Aspin would 
always be late, almost invariably late, 
and he would come in with a great 
swath of papers under his arm, down 
the hall with two or three staff people, 
and he would literally flop in the chair. 
He would consume the entire chair, and 
the papers would be scattered all over 
the floor. And, finally, the Senator 
from Georgia, who at that time was 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, would regain his composure 
and we would start to resolve the prob
lems. But it was a marvelous chapter 
in the relationship between the Senate 
and House Armed Services Committee, 
and Les Aspin was instrumental in see
ing that we arrived at the proper deci
sion which, almost without exception, 
was in the best security interest of this 
country. In those days, we had almost 
no politics that entered into the deci
sion-occasionally, a ship here or a 
tank there, but other than that, it was 
straightforward, tough decisions on be
half of the country. 

I join my friend from Georgia in say
ing how much we will miss our friend. 
I was with him just 2 weeks ago. I am 
privileged to serve on the Intelligence 
Commission, and Les Aspin was the 
chairman. We went down to one of the 
Central Intelligence facilities to spend 
a day. And I wish to add, Mr. President, 
that Zoe Baird is a member of that 
commission, and she called me just 
yesterday and expressed her great ad
miration. I would like to include that 
in my comments for Chairman As pin of 
the commission. That commission will 
carry on and do its work, but he laid 
the foundation. I join my distinguished 
colleague in paying this brief tribute to 
our fallen friend. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank my friend from 
Virginia. I remember those days very 
well, and I will always cherish the 
memories. I have to say that while Les 
Aspin would consume that chair, my 

friend from Virginia was usually con
suming the sofa. 

Mr. WARNER. That is quite true. 
Mr. NUNN. For health reasons, 

though. 
Mr. WARNER. In those days I had a 

bum leg. I think we should end this 
brief set of comments on behalf of the 
late Congressman Aspin with a smile 
on our face, because that is the way he 
would want it. I am glad that my dis
tinguished colleague from Georgia 
mentioned the Bottom-Up Review. 
That was a document that was created 
and is still used as a benchmark for 
many of our discussions here. He had 
that foresight and courage. 

My knowledge and friendship with 
the late departed Les As pin began 
when I was Secretary of the Navy. He 
was off frequently as a severe critic of 
the Department of Defense during that 
period of time. 

And I remember so well Melvin Laird 
was then Secretary of Defense and had 
a great respect and friendship for Les, 
but Les was a strong critic in those 
days. Now in hindsight, maybe some of 
his criticism was well-taken. 

I yield the floor. 

BUDGET RESOLUTION SUPPORT 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to offer my strong support for 
the Senate budget resolution proposed 
and brought forward by Chairman Do
MENICI. 

Let me first start by congratulating 
the chairman for the absolutely tre
mendous job he has done. I am sure 
that there is not a Member of this body 
who would write the budget the iden
tical way that the committee has writ
ten. I do not suppose the chairman 
would, either. I think he has done a 
great job. I want to congratulate him. 

This is a historic moment. It is a mo
ment where we will really determine 
whether this Congress has the courage, 
has the wisdom, to do what we all 
know we have to do. 

Let me also congratulate my friend 
from Ohio, JOHN KASICH, chairman of 
the Budget Committee in the House of 
Representatives. He has done a great 
job, as well. For both of them and for 
the Senate this is a historic moment. 

What I would like to talk about this 
evening, Mr. President, is the issue of 
this budget and how this budget that 
we will be voting on tomorrow, affects 
young people, affects children. 

The truth is that we simply have to 
change the direction of this country. 
We have to face reality. We have to 
face the fact that America has a fun
damental choice between two different 
futures: A future of responsibility and 
fiscal sanity on the one hand; or a fu
ture of economic catastrophe. 

Catastrophe is a pretty harsh word, 
Mr. President, but I think it is accu
rate. When we fail to balance the budg
et for 26 consecutive years, when we 

add to the national debt until we are 
paying more in interest than we are 
paying for national defense, and when 
we have a debt that is nearly $5 tril
lion-$5 trillion-and no end in sight, 
what we have is a catastrophe. A catas
trophe in the making. No more, nor 
less. 

Mr. President, what we are really 
talking about is not dollars and cents. 
What we are talking about is our chil
dren and the quality of their lives. The 
sad fact is, Mr. President, that today 
to many of our children, America is a 
very tough place to grow up in. 

I have previously come to the Senate 
floor and discussed the issue of our 
children. What I think is the biggest 
crisis facing this country is what is 
happening to our young people. Many 
of our young children are growing up in 
good conditions, but too many of them 
live in an environment that makes it 
very, very difficult for them, very prob
lematic, as to whether they can suc
ceed. 

I have talked about this. I talked 
about the fact that this is the first gen
eration in our history whose life ex
pectancy is no greater than their par
ents because of deaths from auto acci
dents, deaths because of drugs, homi
cides. 

A generation where young children 
are being born, one-third of all children 
being born today to parents who are 
not married; two-thirds of the children 
born in our inner cities are born to par
ents who are not married. 

Probably, Mr. President, the most 
disheartening fact of all, is probably 
something that was encountered last 
year by the Presiding Officer as he 
traveled through the State of Missouri 
campaigning, as I found traveling the 
State of Ohio, and that is that people 
today do not believe their children will 
have a better life than they had. They 
do not believe the standard of living for 
their children will be even as good as 
they had. That to me is the most dis
heartening fact of all. 

What do we do? Government has a 
role. I introduced my crime bill last 
week. I talked about the fact I was 
targeting money for more cities and for 
police officers to go in there, because 
too many of our young people live in 
an unsafe environment. 

I will continue to talk about that in 
the months ahead. It is not just Gov
ernment. We all have a responsibility. 
Communities have a responsibility. 
There are things Government can do 
and things that Government cannot do. 

What I want to talk about specifi
cally tonight is one thing that some
times we forget does impact on chil
dren. That is the huge spending, the 
huge national debt, and the huge tax 
burden that we are placing on this gen
eration of parents and on the next gen
eration of our children when they grow 
up. 

We are dealing, Mr. President, with a 
sad fact that the U.S. Congress makes 
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the situation worse for our children by 
throwing away so many of America's 
resources in an utterly irresponsible 
manner. To pay for Congress' reckless 
spending, the Federal Government has 
to take far too much money from the 
parents of these children. 

When my parents were growing up in 
the 1930's, their families had to work 
on an average until March 8 of every 
year to pay for Congress' spending. By 
the time I was growing up, and my wife 
Fran was growing up in the 1960's, a 
typical family had to work until April 
16 to pay the taxes. Today, 1995, Amer
ican families have to work until May 6 
to pay their taxes. That is money that 
is stolen from families, stolen from 
children. 

Sometimes it feels like America's 
parents are in a tug of war with the 
Federal Government for the resources 
they need to raise their children. 
Frankly, Mr. President, I am sure they 
feel on many days that the Govern
ment is winning. 

This budget begins the process of re
storing the resources to the parents. It 
is only a beginning, but it is a nec
essary beginning. We ask parents today 
to do a lot. 

It is time for this Congress and this 
Government to stop hindering their ef
forts and to start helping. I think we 
sometimes forget, Mr. President, the 
tremendous burden the taxes place on 
the American family today and how 
many of the decisions of that family 
are made, forced to be made, because of 
that burden. Decisions about whether 
the mother, the father, both work; 
whether one spouse holds down two 
jobs or three jobs. All these things are 
impacted by the Federal tax burden. 
The Government impacts these fami
lies and puts a tremendous burden on 
these families. 

Mr. President, I have talked about 
the fact that for some children it is not 
easy being a kid in America today. We 
have a lot of problems. Yet we continue 
to let the Federal Government deprive 
young parents of the resources they 
need. 

Mr. President, if we do not act now 
and pass this budget resolution, it will 
get a lot tougher to change things in 
the future. If we keep spending at this 
rate, by the year 2012, 17 years from 
today, there will be nothing-nothing
left in the budget for discretionary 
spending on our domestic needs. Zero. 
Every last cent in the Federal budget 
will go to entitlements and interest 
payments. Think of that: Every cent 
will go to entitlements and interest 
payments. 

Mr. President, those interest pay
ments did not go to our children. They 
do not go to the kids. I do not think it 
is a surprise or a secret to also indicate 
to this body that, frankly, neither does 
most of the entitlement spending, ei
ther. 

Mr. President, just a year before that 
year 2012, our grandson, Albert, will 

graduate from high school. In that 
year, our daughter, Anna, if things 
work out, will be in her first year of 
college. If we do not act today, Albert 
and Anna's generation will pay a se
vere human cost. 

Between today and the year 2025, the 
Federal debt per person will continue 
to rise year after year after year. 
Today the debt on each person is ap
proximately $18,500. 

In the year 2025, it is going to be 
more than $60,000 for every single man, 
woman, and child in America. 

Look at the modest sacrifices this 
budget resolution proposes, so that we 
can balance the budget. Then look at 
the incredible sacrifices that our chil
dren will have to make if we do not. 

In this budget, we slow the rate of in
crease of fast-growing programs. 

The alternative is a $60,000 debt bur
den for every person in America. 

It is a clear choice, Mr. President. 
The longer we delay, the more it is 
going to hurt. I say, let our day of 
reckoning be now, before it really 
hurts. 

Many of the Senators speaking here 
on the Senate floor have focused on the 
pain that is contained in this budget 
resolution. But here are the facts. 

We are not going to touch Social Se
curity. 

We are going to let Medicare funding 
increase, by an average of 7 percent. 
Each year, over the next 7 years. Let us 
look at children's programs. 

Chapter 1. No cut. 
Head Start. No cut. 
Special education. Spending actually 

increases. 
Women, Infants, and Children. Spend-

ing goes up. 
School breakfast. Spending goes up. 
School lunches. Spending goes up. 
Over the next 7 years, we propose 

spending $815 billion on the following 
major means-tested programs affecting 
child welfare: Food Stamps. Earned in
come tax credit. AFDC and child care. 
Supplemental security income. Child 
nutrition. 

For many reasons, this is a child-ori
ented budget. 

This budget is designed to make 
tough choices now, so that our children 
will not have to face a lot tougher set 
of choices tomorrow. 

Contrary to a lot of the rehetoric, we 
are not taking a meat-ax to this budg
et. What we have here is a scalpel. 

America's fiscal policy today is on a 
glide path toward total collapse. I 
think a better way of saying it is we 
are on a glidepath to crash the plane. 
Anyone who looks at this budget and 
complains about deep cuts is on a colli
sion course with reality. 

If you think there are deep cuts in 
this budget-wait till you see the cuts 
that are going to be necessary, a few 
short years from now, if we do not pass 
this budget. 

On the Senate floor, this budget reso
lution has been called a lump of coal 

for America's children. To call that ab
surd would be an understatement. 

The alternative to this sensible, 
child-oriented budget is the bank
ruptcy budget that's already scheduled 
for the year 2012. That bankruptcy 
budget will become a reality for our 
children unless we act now. 

To leave our children flat busted 
broke, less than two decades from 
today, would be a cruel act of child 
abuse. 

Fortunately, the American people 
gave us a clear mandate last Novem
ber. It was a mandate for change. When 
the debt is nearly $5 trillion, and bank
ruptcy is less than 20 years away, it is 
time to change course; to choose the 
future over the past; to do something 
that will earn the gratitude of the next 
generation of Americans. 

Mr. President, the future of our chil
dren depends on the choices we make 
in this budget. Speaking for the people 
of Ohio, I think we are ready to do 
what is right. 

Let us rescue our children's future. 
The first step is to pass this coura
geous budget resolution. 

This is a moment of history. Each 
one of us in our daily lives, in our pub
lic lives, does things. We do things that 
we think are important. Frankly, I do 
not know there is anything we as indi
viduals in our public life, or we collec
tively in the U.S. Senate, can do that 
will do more to change the direction of 
this country to have a positive impact 
on our children and their children, 
than to pass this budget. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 

to compliment our distinguished col
league. It was well delivered, the set of 
comments. Indeed, I felt he explained 
with great clarity precisely what it is, 
namely the objective on this side in 
trying to proceed to reach a balanced 
budget. 

I would like to address another as
pect of this budgetary problem. Today, 
under the leadership of the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee and 
Senator MCCAIN, we had a debate re
garding the need for additional funding 
in this resolution for our national de
fense. I participated in that, as did 
every single Republican on the Armed 
Services Committee. I am pleased to 
say the distinguished ranking member 
of the Armed Services Committee, the 
Senator from Georgia, Mr. NUNN, like
wise participated and indeed supported 
the amendment. The amendment was 
also coauthored by the Senator from 
Texas, [Mrs. HUTCHISON]. 

I would like to expand on some of the 
points that we made during the course 
of the debate today. I commend par
ticularly the Senator from New Mex
ico, Senator DOMENICI, for his coura
geous proposal to balance this budget 
in 2002, but I regret that Senator Do
MENICI was not able to put in that 
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budget for the Senate, a level of fund
ing which more closely matched that 
arrived at by the House of Representa
tives. 

Mr. President, I am concerned about 
the security of our Nation as is every 
Member of the U.S. Senate. We face a 
world that has dramatically changed in 
the period that I have been privileged 
to serve here in the U.S. Senate. Dur
ing the period where we had the cold 
war with the Soviet Union, we were 
able to make calculations with consid
erable precision as to the risk this Na
tion faced from communism led by the 
Soviet Union and its satellite Warsaw 
Pact nations, and develop in the course 
of time the exact weaponry that we be
lieved was necessary to deter that risk. 
And, together with our allies in NATO, 
we did achieve the goal of maintaining 
peace in the European Continent in 
that period at the close of World War II 
until today. But with the demise of the 
Soviet Union, the risk became more 
difficult to calculate, and indeed, the 
range of weapons that this Nation 
needs and the level of the Armed 
Forces required to put in place the de
terrent is far more complicated. 

We now have experienced 10 consecu
tive years of lowering defense numbers. 
I repeat that--10 consecutive years. 
And we are now faced with a budget 
resolution that would make it 11 con
secutive years. 

As we speak here tonight, our Armed 
Forces are preparing, in a sense on 
standby, for the possibility of a mis
sion quite different than that we envi
sioned during the days of the cold war, 
but no less inherent the risk of the 
men and women in the Armed Forces 
who may be called on to perform this 
mission. And that is the mission to as
sist the United Nations and NATO in 
withdrawal of the forces from that geo
graphic area once known as Yugo
slavia, namely the UNPROFOR forces. 

I happen to be of the opinion that 
those forces have performed a success
ful mission. It is true that combat still 
rages, tragic killings, particularly in 
Sarajevo still go on. But had it not 
been for the presence of the 
UNPROFOR ground forces-and I wish 
to include, Mr. President, the very val
uable and essential contribution of the 
U.S. forces in the air, protective role, 
and the sea role-which closed the 
ports going into the Pelagruz. 

This past Friday, for an example, an 
article appeared in the Virginia Pilot. 
That article was entitled "Naval Re
serve Jets Activated for Duty in Bosnia 
Combat." That should really have read, 
"activated for standby duty". But, nev
ertheless, they were activated. May I 
read just a paragraph or two? 

For the first time since the Vietnam War a 
squadron of Naval Reserve warplanes is 
being activated and sent to the Mediterra
nean to join military operations over Bosnia. 
The deployment is part of the Pentagon's 
plan to rely more on the select Reserves dur
ing the military's downsizing. 

That is a decade of downsizing that I 
addressed earlier. 

This particular squadron is one I am 
familiar with, given they are in my 
State, and operate EA-6P's, which have 
a critical role in the suppression of 
what we call ground-to-air threats. 
They are few and far between, these 
aircraft in our inventory today. When a 
special mission like this occurs, we 
have to call on the Reserves and the 
Guard. I certainly wish to commend 
the role of the Reserves and the Guard 
in many operations in that conflict. 

For example, I made two trips down 
into Sarajevo, and each time the trans
portation was provided by C-130's from 
Zagreb, Croatia, into Sarajevo and Air 
Guard units operated those aircraft. 
The crews were Air Guardsmen who 
had volunteered to come back on ape
riod of active duty, some 6 months, 
some 12 months, and fly those dan
gerous missions. Indeed, those missions 
were dangerous. On my first trip in, re
grettably, the aircraft right behind 
us-and they were staggered about 
every 30 to 40 minutes to an hour. They 
were staggered. The aircraft behind us 
was shot down with the loss of life. 
That is the type of risk that the Guard 
and Reserve units have taken. 

Whether or not you believe that we 
should put U.S. forces at risk to carry 
out this ground mission, namely to 
help extract UNPROFOR, if the deci
sion is made-and as yet it has not 
been made by the United Nations nor 
NATo-I am certain that the Members 
of the U.S. Senate will want to support 
the President, and provide that aid 
that is necessary to perform the ex
traction of those troops from the 
ground areas. 

I am also certain that every Senator 
in this Chamber would support funding 
to ensure that our forces are trained 
and equipped to facilitate that extrac
tion. That is the type of thing we are 
talking about here. 

Last year we had to provide a supple
mental. There is no way the President 
nor the Secretary of Defense can an
ticipate the contingency operations 
and the level of funding associated 
with those operations. That is why we 
must fully fund the basic budget of the 
Department of Defense and rely less 
and less on the supplemental type of 
funding. 

We learned in Operation Desert 
Storm that well-trained troops 
equipped with modern weapons and 
equipment suffer fewer casualties if 
they are properly trained, properly 
equipped, and properly supported 
logistically. That is what we are talk
ing about in seeking this added fund
ing. 

I regret that the Senate did not 
adopt that amendment today, and 
somehow we will have to revisit this 
issue and do the very best we can to 
make sure that the men and women of 
the Armed Forces today are as 

equipped, trained, and otherwise sup
plied as we have done historically 
throughout these many years since 
World War II for our forces who volun
teer, All Volunteer Forces. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SANTORUM). The Senator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

want to commend the Senator from 
Virginia. I agree with him whole
heartedly. I think when we are here on 
the floor debating some of the toughest 
decisions that we are ever going to 
make in our lifetime, that these 
things, like the defense budget that 
lost today on the floor, will be coming 
back. We will be able to continue to de
bate the role of defense, and I think 
when we finish this bill that we will see 
a little shifting of the priorities to
wards stronger national defense for 
just the reasons that the Senator from 
Virginia states, that we have things 
coming up that were unforeseen that 
are not put in the budget, like the need 
for American troops to help with the 
U.N. evacuation of Bosnia, which seems 
to be a possibility on the horizon. 

But the point is that these things are 
going to happen, and we are going to 
have to budget in a way that allows for 
those eventualities and those emer
gencies. 

So, I think the point here is that we 
are here tonight talking about some of 
the toughest decisions that we are ever 
going to make. We are trying to do the 
responsible thing. 

I appreciate the Senator from Vir
ginia and his leadership in the national 
defense area. I appreciate his coming 
out tonight to talk about those prior
ities. 

So, I thank the Senator. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 

could ask the Senator from Texas to 
yield just for a moment. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WARNER. We are fortunate that 
we have the services of the Senator 
from Texas on the Armed Services 
Committee. She was one of the three 
sponsors of the amendment today to 
try to adjust this funding upward. As 
we talked, she did so because of the 
briefings we had before the Armed 
Services Committee. Indeed, the Pre
siding Officer this evening is a member 
of the Armed Services Committee, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. We have 
been briefed on the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction, an ever
increasing threat, the proliferation of 
short-range ballistic missiles. 

We have also been advised by General 
Clapper, of the Defense Intelligence 
Agency, that there are no less than 60 
geographic areas in the world today 
which he considers-repeat, which he 
considers-could erupt into the type of 
combat which might require the neces
sity for the intervention of our allies, 
or, indeed, possibly the United States. 
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So I thank the Senator from Texas 

for joining this debate tonight, and 
particularly commend her for her lead
ership today on an amendment to try 
to restore some of the funding. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen
ator from Virginia. I am very pleased 
to have him in support. 

I want to yield the floor to the Sen
ator from the State of Washington be
cause I know he has been very active in 
the budget debate trying to save the 
Medicare system for the people of this 
country. 

That is what we are doing. That is 
what we have been doing this week and 
what we are going to be doing in the 
next few days. We are going to be doing 
the things that are necessary to save 
the Medicare system so that when our 
future generations need this care, it 
will be there because we have done the 
responsible thing this week in the Sen
ate. 

So I am happy to yield to the Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Washington. 

A MOST CONSEQUENTIAL VOTE 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President; this 

Senate is now less than 24 hours from 
one of the most consequential votes it 
has taken literally in decades. Some
time late tomorrow, it will have the 
opportunity for the first time in more 
than 25 years to vote for a budget reso
lution which will very clearly and very 
decisively put this country on a path 
to a balanced budget. Already, we have 
seen the positive impact of the very 
fact that this debate has begun. We 
have seen it in an increase once again 
in the value of the dollar, a value that 
collapsed on the occasion of the failure 
of the balanced budget amendment. We 
have seen it in lower interest rates, 
lower interest rates that mean that 
more and more Americans now can 
purchase the home of their dreams, can 
borrow money to begin or to expand a 
small business, can begin those busi
nesses which will provide opportunities 
for others. 

This has taken place just because for 
the first time the people of the United 
States believe that this new Congress, 
the House and the Senate, are serious 
about terminating a state of affairs in 
which each year we add $200, $250, and 
$300 billion to the burdens imposed 
upon our children and grandchildren 
for spending for programs we are un
willing to pay for. 

And yet, in spite of the lip service 
given by almost all Members to the ab
stract desirability of a balanced budg
et, resistance will continue in a rear 
guard action, in close votes on the 
floor of this body, from those who are 
absolutely dedicated to the status quo, 
who feel that while maybe it might be 
a good idea someday to have a balanced 

budget, not, 0 Lord, in our time, not 
with our votes. Or, if it is desirable to 
do it now, always in a different way 
than that proposed by what I con
fidently expect to be a majority of this 
body tomorrow evening. 

Now, Mr. President, I do not think it 
appropriate for us to disguise the fact 
that there will be programs reduced, 
cut, the growth slowed in programs 
that provide desirable dollars for a 
wide range of interest groups in this 
country, and they will let their views 
be heard. They are represented elo
quently by Members of this body who 
can see the trees or perhaps the leaves 
on the trees but not the forest itself, 
for whom a balanced budget, fiscal re
sponsibility, the exercise of a moral re
sponsibility to our children and grand
children not further to subject them to 
debt is less important than a particular 
group or a particular program. 

And so this contest which began at 
the beginning of this Congress and will 
reach one of its climactic votes tomor
row is a contrast between those who 
believe in, who speak for, who demand 
a different and more responsible direc
tion for this country and those who, 
like the President of the United States, 
simply believe that the status quo is 
perfectly all right. Their view is the 
single worst thing we could possibly do 
would be to return a single dollar now 
being taken in the form of taxes from 
any group in the American people to 
the pockets of those American people 
even if that dollar came from a fiscal 
dividend resulting from a balanced 
budget, came because we will pay less 
in interest on the national debt as in
terest rates decline, came because the 
economy grew and more people were at 
work at better jobs as a result of what 
we do. 

It is ironic that the President's chief 
economic adviser, Laura Tyson, is 
quoted as having said recently, 

Any effort to reduce Government spending 
takes a dollar out of the economy which 
means a dollar in reduction in demand in the 
economy so it increases the contractionary 
risks on the economy. 

Mr. President, I think that states all 
too well the views of this administra
tion and of those who oppose this budg
et resolution. Their view is that the 
only real prosperity comes from dollars 
spent by the Federal Government. In 
fact, that statement by Ms. Tyson is so 
extraordinary that one would expect 
her to suggest to us that we perhaps 
spend another $100 billion during the 
course of this year borrowed from who
ever would lend it to us because obvi
ously that is the road to prosperity. If 
we cannot subtract $1 billion because it 
will have a contractionary effect, pre
sumably we add $1 billion or $10 billion 
or $100 billion so we can spend our way 
into prosperity. But that is exactly 
what this administration has been 
doing, and it does not work. 

Not only will this budget benefit the 
economy, not only will it mean more 

dollars in the pockets of individuals as 
they look to purchase their homes or 
start or expand their businesses or look 
for new opportunities, it will also mean 
a discipline on the Government itself. 
Perhaps we will not end up having 163 
different and competing job training 
programs. Perhaps we will not have 
dozens or more of competing specific 
kinds of educational programs or sub
sidies for one business or group or an
other. Perhaps-and I am convinced 
this will be the case-we will use this 
budget to reform the Medicare health 
insurance fund so that it will actually 
be there in 7 years for the people who 
need that hospital insurance. Certainly 
this administration has ignored com
pletely the voices of its own trustees of 
the Medicare hospital insurance fund 
who have told us and the administra
tion that something must be done or 
that insurance fund will go bankrupt. 
But that is later; that is in the time of 
another President, another Congress; 
they can worry about it. 

That seems to be the status-quo view 
which we are fighting so diligently to 
change. 

So, Mr. President, it is well worth 
our while, well worth the while of 
those Senators who have chosen to be 
here this evening to take one last op
portunity to speak to their colleagues 
and to the country about the radical 
change in direction that we propose, a 
direction of fiscal responsibility, a di
rection of exercising our responsibil
ities to future generations, a direction 
which can lead us to prosperity, a di
rection which can benefit every citizen 
in this country. That, on the one hand, 
and, on the other hand, a passionate 
defense of the status quo: Nothing is 
wrong with this Government; all of the 
programs it has ought to be continued; 
we cannot do anything; we should go 
on automatic pilot. 

That is a disappointing set of criti
cisms of our society today, Mr. Presi
dent. It is not what last fall's election 
was about. I hope that with the help of 
the majority of my colleagues that to
morrow a majority in this U.S. Senate 
will put this country on a different 
path, a path that it has not trod for 
many years, a path to a better Amer
ica. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Missouri. 

WAGING WAR AGAINST THE 
HUMAN SPIRIT 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, as we 
continue to debate the budget resolu
tion setting the spending levels for the 
next 5 years, we do so with the knowl
edge that one of our greatest chal
lenges is moving the Nation's needy 
from governmental dependence to eco
nomic independence. 

One of our challenges is to ensure 
that hope and opportunity are defining 
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characteristics for all Americans. This 
was the challenge 30 years ago when 
the great movement reshaping world 
politics was the end of colonialism. 
John Kennedy celebrated the "desire to 
be independent," as the "single most 
important force in the world." Eventu
ally this movement revealed its power 
from Asia to Africa to South America. 

The problem with imperialism was 
not just its economic exploitation, it 
was its influence on culture. It under
mined traditional ways and institu
tions, and it was inconsistent with 
human dignity. 

Why? Because imperialism rewarded 
passivity and encouraged dependence, 
required citizens to live by the rules of 
a distant elite. It demanded people be 
docile in the face of a system that they 
could not change. It was an attack, not 
just on national sovereignty, but on 
national character. 

What our Washington-based welfare 
system has done, particularly to 
women and children, has been to fash
ion a new form of colonialism. It cre
ated an underclass that is paid to play 
by the rules that lead to dependence, 
rather than act with independence and 
dignity. Our welfare system rewards 
behavior that keeps people powerless. 
It thwarts the efforts of private andre
ligious charitable organizations to care 
for the needy. It discourages the genu
ine compassion of the American people. 
Our welfare system has waged a war 
against the human spirit. 

Our goal in welfare should not be to 
maintain an "underclass" in as com
fortable as possible circumstances. Yet 
that is precisely what our welfare sys
tem has done. Cash benefits anes
thetize their suffering. Food stamps re
lieve their hunger. Health care and 
housing are provided. But the hope, the 
dignity, and the integrity of independ
ence are forgotten. 

Consider, just briefly, what our cur
rent welfare system has wrought. The 
numbers alone are enough to numb the 
senses. Since 1965, we have spent more 
than $5 trillion, a cost higher than that 
of waging the Second World War
fighting poverty. Yet today, there are 
more people, a greater percentage of 
Americans, living in poverty than ever 
before. And our safety net has not 
acted well, the safety net has become 
more like quicksand. 

In 1965, when President Johnson 
launched the war on poverty, there 
were approximately 14.7 million chil
dren in poverty. They constituted 
about one in every five children in 
America. But in 1993, there was a 
greater percentage of children in pov
erty than there were in 1965 when the 
Great Society programs were launched. 
It is pretty clear that the Great Soci
ety experiment has not been so great 
for America's children. 

Of all age groups in the Nation today, 
children are the most likely to be poor. 
In 1991, a study of the poverty rates in 

eight industrialized nations revealed 
that American children were almost 
three times as likely to be poor as chil
dren from the other nations studied. 

The character of the poverty we face 
today is also a more deeply entrenched 
poverty in which generations of people 
are born, live, and die without the ex
perience of holding a job, of owning a 
home, or of growing up with a father's 
love and discipline. 

Go to our inner cities-or just a few 
blocks from this building-and you will 
meet a generation fed on welfare and 
food stamps, but starved for nurture 
and hope. You will meet young teens in 
their third pregnancy. You will meet 
children who are not only without a fa
ther, but do not know any children 
with a father. You will talk with sixth 
graders who do not know how many 
inches there are in a foot-having 
never seen a ruler-and with first grad
ers who do not know their ABC's be
cause no one ever took the time to 
teach them. 

The political elites that have spent 
and taxed in recent decades have redis
tributed wealth beyond the dreams of 
Roosevelt and Johnson combined. But 
in the Government's war on poverty, 
poverty is winning and the casualties 
are the poor, and the casualties are our 
children. The casualties also include 
the future, because we have piled budg
et after budget high with debt. Hope 
and opportunity are missing in action. 
Programs and policies that once were 
judged by the height of their spending 
must now be judged by the depth of 
their failure. This is no longer a source 
of serious debate, no longer a matter of 
partisan politics, but it is a matter of 
national concern-it is a concern that 
has been reflected in our news maga
zines, on the covers of U.S. News and 
Newsweek, and Time. 

I have a belief that is confirmed by 
the record of our times, and it is this: 
That the greatest, most insistent 
human need is not the need for subsist
ence, nor handouts, nor dependence-it 
is the need for independence. Not the 
kind of independence that suggests one 
person can live without another. No, 
quite the opposite. 

The independence of which I speak is 
the independence born of economic 
self-sufficiency and opportunity. The 
independence to dream, to pursue and 
fulfill our deepest wishes and our per
sonal potential. 

This is something, Mr. President, 
that social architects cannot build, 
they cannot plan. It is not structure, it 
is spirit. It is something that our wel
fare system has lacked for the last 30 
years as we have sought to merely 
spend our way into a new kind of op
portunity. But we have spent our way 
past opportunity into peril. 

I believe it is time again to create a 
welfare system that helps, not hurts, 
those it seeks to serve. And such a sys
tem would be a major part in control-

ling the spending which has plagued 
this Nation and now threatens future 
generations. A system that helps rath
er than hurts. A system that serves is 
the standard by which welfare reform 
must be judged, not just the utopian 
ideal. 

Today, I introduced the Communities 
Involved in Caring Act. We call it 
CIVIC. We do not expect this act-a 
package of five bills-to be the long
awaited answer to all of our welfare 
problems by itself. But we do believe 
that it is a significant step toward re
storing opportunities of dignity 
through independence and access to the 
world of upward mobility. 

The act is predicated on three fun
damental beliefs: 

First, that States need the maximum 
flexibility possible to reform welfare 
systems. 

Second, that our intermediary orga
nizations-especially private and reli
gious charitable organizations-need to 
be utilized in welfare reform. 

Third, that intermediary organiza
tions need not only money, but they 
need volunteers; they need the personal 
participation of individuals to flourish. 

The CIVIC Act which I introduced 
earlier today would block grant Wash
ington's four main welfare entitlement 
programs-AFDC, Food Stamps, Sup
plemental Security Income, and Medic
aid-to the States. It starts by capping 
the spending on AFDC, Food Stamps, 
and SSI, and then Medicaid would be 
limited in growth to 105 percent each 
year-meaning of 105 percent of each 
previous year. Given the fact that Med
icaid has been growing at well over 10 
percent a year, this would be substan
tial restraint in the program's growth, 
but not a cut in the program. 

The programs under the block grants 
would also be extricated from their ex
isting bureaucracies-at HHS, Agri
culture, etc.-and turned over to the 
Department of the Treasury to be dis
tributed to the States. The unique fea
ture of this proposal is that the money 
would go directly from the Department 
of the Treasury to the States, and it 
would not be a part of any bureaucracy 
in Washington, DC, that would 
consume much of the money before it 
ever gets to the States. 

Mr. President, Treasury's oversight 
role would be minimal because the 
only qualifications on the block grants 
would be: 

First, that States would be required 
to require welfare recipients to work. 
How best to do that. The nature of the 
work. The level of the participation. 
All of those issues should be and would 
be left to the States to determine; and 

Second, that States that decrease il
legitimacy, using existing govern
mental statistics as a measure, will be 
able to use a portion of their block 
grant for elementary or secondary edu
cation or any other purpose they de
sire. 
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The CIVIC Act also provides explicit 

authority for States to contract with 
nongovernmental organizations, in
cluding private and religious chari
table organizations, and other institu
tions, in the effort to help solve the 
welfare problem. 

We have all heard the stories of small 
organizations that are hugely success
ful in helping America's poor. Unfortu
nately, many of these programs have 
been constrained from receiving Fed
eral funds because all too often those 
Federal funds would require radical 
changes in their beliefs, their struc
ture, their facilities , their program, or 
their organization-changes that would 
rob these programs of the very charac
teristics and attitudes that make them 
successful. 

However, under the CIVIC Act, 
States would be able to utilize their 
Federal block grant funds by either 
contracting with these organizations 
directly or by giving welfare recipients 
certificates so that they could choose 
which programs to get involved in. 

The final element of the CIVIC Act 
allows individuals who volunteer at 
least 50 hours per year, or approxi
mately 1 hour a week, to charitable in
stitutions that serve the needy eligible 
for a $500 tax credit for monetary dona
tions to such charitable organizations. 
Just as the welfare recipients should 
work for their benefits, so the citizens 
who want enhanced tax benefits for 
their contributions should also work 
and volunteer in the organizations 
they contribute to. 

Mr. President, it is all about oppor
tunity; it is about working together. 
When he traveled through America 
more than 100 years ago; the great 
French observer, Alexis de Tocqueville, 
was struck by how caring Americans 
were for each other. 

The Americans . . . regard for themselves, 
constantly prompts them to assist one an
other and inclines them willingly to sacrifice 
a portion of their time and property for the 
welfare of others. 

What the act I introduced today 
seeks is to undo 30 years of Washington 
discouraging that very basic American 
instinct to help one another. The ideas 
in the act are not new. They are, in 
fact, old ideas in America. They have 
been tested and found successful. 

About 100 years ago, cities like New 
York were littered with alcoholics and 
addicts. Orphaned children roamed the 
streets. And if all of New York City's 
liquor shops, houses of prostitution, 
gambling houses, and other low-life es
tablishments had been placed on a sin
gle street, they would have extended 
from Manhattan's City Hall to the city 
of White Plains more than 30 miles 
away. On that street, there would have 
been a robbery every 165 yards and a 
murder every half mile. And in Brook
lyn, 1 out of every 10 people got food 
from public storehouses. 

These pathologies met their match, 
Mr. President, in society's inter-

mediary, nongovernmental voluntary, 
private institutions of charity and as
sistance. Their warm-hearted and hard
headed approache&-and you can have a 
warm heart and a hard head when it 
comes to making sure that we change 
such circumstance&-helped save 
women and children and men. As the 
historian Marvin Olasky notes, "The 
solutions these reforms came up with 
forestalled an epidemic of illegitimacy 
and saved thousands of children from 
misery.'' 

I believe that as we confront our own 
social pathologies today, we must do it 
the same way-with the ideas that 
have worked in the past and yet with 
new ideas for . the 1990'&-even though 
they may have been the standard fare 
of the 1890's. We must meet our chal
lenges with a greater role for States 
and a greater role for intermediary in
stitutions, nongovernmental organiza
tions, private charitie&-both larger 
ones like the Salvation Army and 
Goodwill, and smaller ones like Best 
Friends and the Sunshine Mission. 

So while the CIVIC Act begins the 
process of moving welfare from Wash
ington to the States, it also begins the 
vital task of reinvigorating our pri
vate, nongovernmental organizations 
which can help meet the deepest needs 
of our citizens, organizations that we 
know will help solve our welfare prob
lems. 

The change that we want to see will 
not occur overnight. Neither will it 
come without hard work or thorough 
debate. The end of colonialism was not 
an easy process either. For independ
ence means risk, the sacrifice of secu
rity. 

Well, security, coupled with depend
ency is a bad bargain. Economic mobil
ity means work; it means hard work. 
But no nation and no people who have 
ever tasted the sweet fruits of freedom 
has ever called for a return to its colo
nial dependency. 

I believe that if we want to make 
sure that we are free and we remain 
free, we must reform the welfare sys
tem. It can be a part of a large reform 
in which we reform the financial integ
rity of America, for we cannot hold 
hostage future generations to the 
spending of the present. 

As we seek to pass the budget in the 
hours ahead in this Chamber, it will be 
a pleasure to do so in a way that not 
only puts us on a footing of sound fi
nancial integrity, but establishes us on 
a path toward economic independence 
and opportunity for individuals 
-through a reformed welfare system, 
characterized by block grants maxi
mizing the States' flexibility and inno
vation, and characterized by Govern
ment joining hands with nongovern
mental agencies in order to bring to 
the battle the energies and talents of 
this great Nation's private citizens. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mrs. HUTCIITSON. Mr. President, I 

want to thank the Senator from Mis-

so uri. He was a former Governor, so he 
is one of the experts that we are going 
to have in this body when we deal with 
the very, very tough issue of choices as 
we reform the welfare system. 

I think it is really appropriate that 
he has taken a leadership role in this. 
Once again, what we are showing to
night is the tough decisions that must 
be made to balance the budget, which 
the people of America asked us to do. 
So I appreciate the Senator waiting for 
so long and giving that great talk 
about the bill he introduced today and 
the choices that we are going to face 
today and tomorrow. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas for her 
kind words. 

Mrs. HUTCIITSON. Mr. President, I 
would like to yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I am 
glad to join my colleagues this evening 
in continuing this discussion. By noon 
tomorrow, we will have had 50 hours of 
talking about the budget. I guess after 
50 hours, your eyes kind of glaze over. 
But the fact is that there is nothing 
more important that we will talk 
about during this Congress. It becomes 
difficult to find something new to say 
about the issue after 50 hours. But 
maybe that is not important. Maybe 
the important thing is to stress those 
things that are necessary, those things 
that are important, those choices that 
we do have. 

It has been 10 days since the Repub
licans presented a balanced budget 
plan, which America has been waiting 
for. In that time, the deficit has in
creased another $4.9 billion. It added 
$19 for every American. 

The Republicans are working to end 
Government's relentless borrowing. 
The Republican plan would balance the 
budget by the year 2002 by slowing the 
growth in the Federal spending from 5 
percent to 3 percent. 

It protects Social Security, saves 
Medicare from bankruptcy, maintains 
a Social Security safety net, reduces 
the size of the Federal Government, 
and moves power out of Washington 
and back closer to the people. 

Republicans want to transform Gov
ernment to make it more efficient and 
more responsive and less expensive. 
Democrats, meanwhile, are standing up 
for the status quo. They have offered 
no plan to balance the budget. 

Mr. President, this debate has been 
characterized by almost everyone who 
has risen, has stood up and said, "I 
want to balance the budget but we can
not cut"-blank-and fill in the blank. 
Medicare, earned-income tax credit, de
fens·e, education, whatever. 

So we always say we want to balance 
the budget-but for a million reasons 
we cannot do it. I am confident that we 
shall for the first time in 25 years bal
ance the budget-tomorrow. Starting 
on the path to balance the budget. 
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It is awfully hard. These are large 

figures, talking about $5 trillion. Who 
knows what $5 trillion is. I read some
thing the other day that sort of person
alizes this. I thought it was interest
ing. 
. Someone asked, how do we identify 
the Federal budget with something 
that is closer to a personal budget? 
This is what the answer was, and I 
thought it was interesting: Suppose 
you have an income of $125,000 coming 
not from work but from contributions 
of all your friends and relatives who 
work. You are not satisfied with what 
$125,000 can buy this year, so you pre
pare for yourself a budget of $146,000 
and charge the $20,300 difference to 
your credit card on which you already 
carry an unpaid balance of $452,248, 
boosting that to $472,548 on which you 
pay interest daily. Multiply that by 10 
million and that is what our Govern
ment did in fiscal year 1994. 

This is clearly the most important 
element of debate for this year. Not 
just because of the dollars, as impor
tant as they may be, but because we 
have an opportunity to examine and to 
change and to look at the role of Gov
ernment, look at those things that 
should logically and legitimately be 
done by the Federal Government, do 
something about those that should be 
done in private sector. To take a look 
at the size of Government. Clearly, vot
ers said last year, Government is too 
large and costs too much. 

So we have a chance to do that. We 
have a chance to make major changes, 
the first really major changes in 25 
years. To do that, and I believe very 
strongly and we have done some of 
this, we have to make some procedural 
changes. We cannot simply continue to 
do what we have been doing and expect 
to get different results. We have to do 
things like line-item veto, which we 
worked on. Have to do something about 
unfunded mandates. I think we should 
do something about term limits. I 
think we should have had a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
and we will go back to do that. 

We did not accomplish that. We 
failed by one vote in this Chamber. 
Now we have the opportunity to do 
what many opponents of the balanced 
budget amendment said, and that is we 
do not need an amendment, we just 
belly up to the bar and do it. That is 
what we have an opportunity to do. 

The record is not good. Sure, we can 
do it and we will do it. We have not 
done it for 25 years. We will raise the 
debt limit to $5 trillion this summer. 
The administration budget has $250 bil
lion in deficits out as far as we can see. 
The size of Government is growing. So 
for the first time we have an oppor
tunity to do something different. 

Clearly, there are different philoso
phies about Government. There are dif
ferent philosophies about what the size 
should be. That is fine. That is the way 

it should be. That is what elections are 
for, so people can make a decision be
tween two choices. 

There are those in this body and 
other bodies and in this country who 
say the Government should be larger, 
the Government should do more. In 
fact, the Government does a better job 
of spending dollars than families do 
and businesses do. That is, I suppose, a 
legitimate view. It is not my view. 

So we do have differences and there 
are differences. The Republicans would 
like to have a smaller Government 
that costs less, that is more lean, and 
efficient. 

Democrats, on the other hand, have 
moved toward more Government and 
more spending. Republicans want to 
transform Government, something that 
is more efficient, to deliver services 
more efficiently. Welfare is an excel
lent example. Nobody wants to elimi
nate welfare. We want to be able to 
help people who need help, but to help 
them back into the work sector. We 
want a Government that is more re
sponsive, that is more customer ori
ented. One that is less expensive. 

The administration, on the other 
hand, and our friends on the other side 
of the aisle, support the status quo. 
There is no plan to balance the budget. 

The President, as was suggested yes
terday, is AWOL, absent without lead
ership, on finding a way to balance the 
budget. No options on how to save Med
icare despite the fact that the trustees 
have said in no uncertainty that if we 
do not do something, in 2 years we will 
be dealing with the reserves, and 7 
years Medicare will be broke. No wel
fare reform proposal. 

We have an opportunity to do some
thing. The administration's track 
record, of course, over the past several 
years has been to raise taxes and ex
pand: the Federal Government. The 1993 
budget, the largest tax increase in his
tory, nearly $260 billion. We hear it was 
just on the highest percent-not so. 
Gas tax-my State has probably the 
largest per capita gas tax increase of 
all because of the miles we travel. 

Mr. President, we do have a chance 
to do something. If spending remains 
at the same level for the Government 
programs in order to balance the budg
et by the year 2002, we would have to 
raise taxes by $935 billion, $7,400 for 
every American taxpayer. That is the 
choice. We either level off growing or 
we raise taxes. 

We have a vision of keeping our 
promises to make Government smaller, 
to reject the status quo, balance the 
budget by the year 2002, protect Social 
Security, save and improve Medicare, 
and return power to the communities 
and to our families and the States. 

Mr. President, I am pleased we are 
moving in this direction. I feel con
fident there will be a positive vote to
morrow, to make these kinds of 
changes. I thank my colleagues for 

continuing to point out the choices 
that we have before the Senate. I urge 
my colleagues to support this budget 
plan. I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCIDSON. Mr. President, I 
would thank the freshman from Wyo
ming, the freshman Senator, for adding 
to this debate. He has really been there 
through all these days, talking about 
the important issues that we are facing 
and the tough decisions that we are 
going to have to make. I appreciate the 
fact that he has just hit the ground 
running in the U.S. Senate, and I am 
pleased he stayed tonight along with 
his wife, to make the remarks that he 
did. We appreciate it very much. 

Now I would be happy to yield to the 
Senator from Iowa for 10 minutes. 

THE PRESIDENTS ''SECRET'' 
BUDGET PLAN 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank the kind Senator from Texas for 
yielding. 

I want to commend the Senator for 
her leadership in shepherding the serv
ices tonight, of making sure that the 
other point of view, the responsible fi
nancial point of view, is expressed here 
tonight, when elsewhere in this town 
we know there is a very antipeople pro
big Government point of view being ex
pressed at a fundraising party for the 
Democratic Party. 

There was a story this morning on 
the front page of the Washington Post. 
I think it has a lot of Members on this 
side of the aisle, and probably people 
across the country, just simply 
scratching their heads. The report says 
that President Olin ton now has a se
cret budget counter-proposal. Do you 
know what? It will balance the budget 
within 10 years. 

Mr. President, if this is true-and I 
suppose I ought to hope it is true be
cause I have been praying for a bal
anced budget from this White House for 
a long time-it is truly an amazing 
story. First of all, it undercuts all the 
wailing we have been hearing from the 
White House about the effect on the 
economy and the public of setting an 
arbitrary date for a balanced budget. 
That is making fun of us Republicans 
for trying to balance the budget by the 
year 2002. 

It seems that all we have heard for 
the last month out of the White House 
is, "What is magic about a certain date 
to balance the budget?" If you balznce 
the budget you would ruin the econ
omy. If you balance the budget you 
would do this to that group, or that to 
another group. Now, all of a sudden in 
the Washington Post, the President 
says that he wants to balance the budg
et-albeit in 10 years. 

I think even members of the Presi
dent's own party and members of the 
President's party in both chambers of 
the Congress had earlier disagreed 
openly with the White House on this 
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point. There was disagreement on what Now, obviously the President knows 
to do. Do you know what? The Mem- it as well. The time to show relevance 
bers of the Democratic Party up here and to show leadership on the part of 
on the hill, they look to the President the President was last February. That 
for leadership. is when the President proposed. The 

The message they got was to stay the Congress is now disposing. The process 
course. The President said just keep to has passed the President by. The ship 
it, stay the course. That is, offer noth- of state has left the dock. 
ing in rebuttal to the Republican at- It is as if the President is trying to 
tempt to balance the budget. No vision rush ahead to the next port to catch up 
from the White House; no alternative with the ship. The problem is the ship 
from the White House. is not scheduled to stop there. And it 

And, do you know what? The Mem- · will not. 
bers up here on the Hill were very obe- Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the Chair. 
dient, listening to their President. So Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
they refrained from offering their own think it is clear that the leadership, 
balanced budget alternative, or any the vision, and the direction for this 
other comprehensive alternative to the ship of state are coming from this side, 
Republican efforts to balance the budg- the Republican side of the aisle. It all 
et. happens to be reflected in the budget 

So, the members of the Democratic debate of the last 4 days, the amend
Party stood idly by during this budget ments offered by the other side, the ab
debate and risked their credibility be- sence of a comprehensive balanced 
cause they wanted to follow their lead- budget alternative from the other side. 
er, our President of the United States. And I think it will be demonstrated by 
Now, with this new development that the overwhelming vote for a balanced 
the President is for a balanced budget, budget tomorrow. 
albeit in 10 years, they, the members of Now, the President of the United 
the Democratic Party in the Congress States, on the other hand, missed the 
of the United States in both Houses of boat. His party is still standing on the 
the Congress, also are undercut by dock. He stranded them there. He 
their President just like members of asked them to wait · there until he 
the White House staff have been. Just could catch up with the ship out at sea, 
like he undercut the recent arguments but it is too late. We Republicans have 
of everybody on his staff that was try- a vision and we have a plan to steer 
ing to defend his position of just stay this country to the safe waters. 
the course. Do not offer an alternative. I ask, where is theirs? Where is their 

Second, this also says that the Re- comprehensive alternative plan to hal
publican vision of a balanced budget is ance the budget? Where is their coher
right after all, and it is filling a very ent vision? Where is theirs? 
enormous political void. The American It is lacking. I yield the floor. 
people know where we stand and they The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
do not know where the other side ator from Pennsylvania. 
stands. The American people know 
what the Republican Party stands for. 
They do not know what the Demo
cratic Party stands for. They do not 
know because for several months, until 
this very day, they were told a bal
anced budget did not matter. They 
were told that we should not have an 
alternative, as Democrats, to what the 
Republicans were trying to do. 

Also, there is a third aspect to this. 
Because, in filling that void and be
cause the President is now coming 
around to accepting the premise of the 
Republican vision for the future, this 
new development is a powerful dem
onstration of the President's lack of 
leadership. Because, you know what? 
The lack of leadership demonstrates 
followership. It leaves a perception of a 
desperate move to be included. The 
President of the United States wants 
to be relevant, finally, in the debate for 
a balanced budget. 

It shows that our Republican call for 
the other side to put up or be silent has 
had an effect. It shows that we have 
opened up a big weakness in the other 
side's flank, namely its very own credi
bility. Because you cannot talk the 
talk until you walk the walk. Everyone 
knows that. Everyone outside of Wash
ington. 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 
Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I 

want to pick up where the Senator 
from Iowa left off. I think he made 
some very good points with respect to 
where the President's budget is. I noted 
also the same Washington Post article 
today. It suggests "President to 
Counter Hill Budgets. Plan Would End 
Deficits in 10 Years." 

This was not released by the White 
House. This was released from a pri
vate interview up in New Hampshire 
that was leaked out somewhere, that 
the President is coming up with this 
secret plan to balance the budget in 10 
years. 

It struck me. It tickled my memory, 
that I heard this about this 10-year 
plan before. It was from my first year 
in the Congress. I remember, as a mem
ber of the Budget Committee, I was a 
freshman member of the Budget Com
mittee and then chairman of the Budg
et Committee, Leon Panetta, now over 
at the White House, came up with a 10-
year balanced budget. They worked on 
it most of the fist year that I was there 
and I think released it in about Octo
ber of the year. It was after the debate. 
This was for the next fiscal year. 

It was interesting. I do not know 
whether the budget the President is 
considering is going to look like the 
budget the Congressman-then Chair
man of the Budget Committee-Pa
netta offered. But at the time, to get to 
a balanced budget-this was in October 
of 1991, I refer to the Congressional 
Quarterly article-at the time Chair
man Panetta said that it would take 
$1.3 billion in cuts or tax increases to 
get to a balanced budget in 10 years. 
What we are doing here in the Senate 
today with Senator DOMENICI's budget, 
the Republican budget, is roughly a 
trillion dollars, not quite a trillion dol
lars in spending reductions to get to a 
balanced budget. Then we have obvi
ously interest savings which get us the 
rest. 

I had the Budget Committee staff run 
the numbers. If the President is propos
ing to get to a balanced budget over 10 
years, not 7 years, he will not be able 
to do so by cutting the trillion dollars 
over 10 years. That is the fallacy. You 
cannot just cut $1 trillion over 10 
years, and balance the budget because 
you have to get on sort of a longer 
curve. Your spending cuts do not occur 
early enough. You build up more debt. 
It is a lot more costly to balance it 
over a longer period of time. The Budg
et Committee told us that it would re
quire $1.6 trillion in spending cuts or 
tax increases to balance the budget in 
10 years, $1.6 trillion. 

The $1.3 trillion in the Panetta pro
posal of 1991 included deeper cuts in de
fense, entitlement spending reduc
tions-! remind people entitlements 
are things like Medicare, Medicaid, 
welfare spending, things that are now 
being lambasted by the other side of 
the aisle-a broad cut back in the size 
and cost of government, and $250 bil
lion to $400 billion in new taxes; $400 
billion in new taxes. 

Is this a harbinger of things to come? 
Have we fished out of the files from the 
old Budget Committee in 1991 the 10-
year budget proposal for the Clinton 
administration to balance the budget 
with a third of the money coming from 
new taxes? But this is just all specula
tion because we have not seen the 
President's budget. 

So I have the unpleasant task of re
turning to the floor to add to the list of 
numbers on my chart of days with no 
proposal to balance the budget from 
President Clinton. Since I had objec
tions from the other side of the aisle 
about using staff to actually put my 
numbers up, I will do the chore myself, 
and put "day 6," potentially a signifi
cant date. 

We might have learned about the se
cret budget, the existence of this docu
ment. We may have learned just from 
some of the detective work I have done 
that there may be a plan out there that 
existed a few years ago that may be 
resurrected because under the demo
cratic rule in the House of Representa
tives this balanced budget that the 
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Budget Committee chairman put to
gether never saw the light of day, 
never was voted on, never was debated 
in committee, never moved past the 
draft stage. 

Maybe we will get it past the draft 
stage this time. Maybe the former 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
will be able to resurrect this handi
work that he did some 4 years ago and 
bring it on the scene as the new budget 
for the President. 

I will tell you that it would be a long 
time coming, not just the 6 days, but to 
provide some leadership out of the 
White House on this very important 
issue to this country. 

I remember during the Republican 
administrations the then-chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Chairman Leon 
Panetta, coming to the floor time after 
time after time making statements 
about how it was the responsibility of 
the President to be relevant to the sit
uation, to not put up these budgets 
that were dead, that had no chance, but 
to be bold and to move forward. 

I quote from March 13, 1986. This is 
Leon Panetta speaking: 

We begin a game of "budget chicken" in 
which we wait for the other side to make the 
tough choices that have to be made to try to 
get our budget in line. It is a lousy way to do 
business; we all understand that. It is what 
gave birth to the Gramm-Rudman approach, 
and it is what creates the frustration that we 
now deal with here. 

The hope is that the President would exer
cise leadership in presenting a budget to the 
Congress that is realistic and that is serious. 
But instead of pulling together, he pulls 
apart. Instead of providing leadership, he 
plays games. The danger is that we too fall 
into the same trap. This budget is wrong; we 
know it is wrong, and it will fail for several 
reasons. 

Just as the President's budget came 
to the floor of the Senate. It was 
wrong, and it failed completely, and 
did not get one vote. 

I say that the former Congressman 
from California, Leon Panetta, made a 
good point about that back on May 1, 
1990, talking about a Bush budget. He 
said: 

The fact is that the test of a budget is not 
what it says it does nor even its author. It is 
whether or not you get a majority of votes 
on the floor of the House and in the Con
gress. That is the ultimate test of the suc
cess or failure of any budget. 

The fact is that the test of a budget 
is not what it says or does or even its 
author. It is whether or not you get a 
majority of votes on the floor of the 
House and in the Congress. That is the 
ultimate test of the success or failure 
of any budget. 

That speaks volumes about the Presi
dent's budget that he sent up here; 
speaks volumes about how serious the 
President was when he presented his 
budget to the U.S. Congress and in the 
U.S. Senate of which there are 54 Re
publicans and 46 Democrats. He got no 
votes. 

Then chairman Panetta went on to 
say: 

According to that test, the President's 
budget is a failure. The failure to offer the 
budget by the President also makes clear 
how tough it is to develop a budget that bal
ances the priorities, that recognizes that we 
have to provide new directions for this coun
try and that tries to achieve a majority vote 
on the floor of the House. 

How things can come back to haunt 
you. We had a chairman of the Budget 
Committee who was pleading for the 
President of the United States to pro
vide leadership, to stand firm, and 
move our country forward in a bold, 
new way. Now that person sits as the 
right hand man of the White House, 
and from all the press reports is advis
ing the President to do just the oppo
site. I guess it all depends on where 
you sit. 

I must read one more thing that 
Leon Panetta said during his time in 
Congress because my staff gave it to 
me. I actually thought it was some
thing that I had just said the other day 
because I was talking about the fact 
that my father is an immigrant to this 
country and how important it was for 
us to leave the next generation better 
off than the generation that we now 
live in. 

Back on May 4, 1989, CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, Leon Panetta said: 

We have presented over the last 8 years a 
pleasant message that somehow everyone 
can have a free lunch in this country. That 
is not the case. That is not the message that 
my parents heard when they came to this 
country as immigrants with little education, 
little money, but a great deal of hope. They 
came for the opportunity that this country 
offered and the willingness to make a sac
rifice for their children so their children 
could enjoy a better life. We now face a situ
ation where our children may not enjoy a 
better standard of living than we had. That, 
I think, is the worst testament in terms of 
the future that we face in this Nation. 

He is right. That is the biggest ques
tion that faces us. What are we going 
do leave to the next generation? He 
was right in 1989. He was right in 1986. 
He was right in 1990, and hopefully he 
will convince the President to be right 
in 1995 to join the debate, to lead, to be 
relevant, to show this country, to show 
this Congress what direction he be
lieves we should take to balance this 
budget. 

I hope this is the last day; I hope that 
day 6 was lucky, that this little inkling 
that we got . about this secret budget 
might come out somewhere, that there 
is a plan, and that we will be able to 
know this plan. I do not want to be up 
here for the next 129 days between now 
and the end of the fiscal year talking 
about why the President has not come 
to the party and express his vision for 
the future of this country. 

I am confident tomorrow we will pass 
the balanced budget resolution. I hope 
it is bipartisan because I know there 
are many on the other side of the aisle 
who also would like to see this budget 
brought to balance. 

I wish to commend the Senator from 
New Mexico for his fine work on this 

budget. I wish to commend the Presid
ing Officer for the tremendous job she 
has done every day of this debate in 
rallying the forces to come here to the 
floor to talk about the positive aspects 
and how meaningful it is to get to a 
balanced budget for this country and 
not just the next generation. A lot of 
the talk is just for the next generation. 
When we talk about Medicare, it is not 
the next generation. It is this genera
tion of Medicare recipients. When we 
talk about economic growth, it is this 
generation that is going to benefit 
from lower interest rates and higher 
growth rates. 

This balanced budget is for everyone. 
As the Senator from New Mexico said 
in answering the question Senator 
LAUTENBERG posed: Whose side are you 
on? We are on America's side. We are 
on the side of all Americans. That is 
the beauty of a balanced budget. It is 
good for everyone. It is not about class 
warfare. It is not about picking win
ners and losers. It is about giving ev
eryone opportunity. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee is recognized. 
(Mr. SANTORUM assumed the chair) 

INCREASING AMERICAN 
PRODUCTIVITY 

Mr. FRIST. I rise to commend my 
distinguished colleague from Penn
sylvania, the Presiding Officer, and es
pecially the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Senator DOMENICI, for the 
outstanding work that has been shown 
over the last several days as we have 
presented a budget that will be bal
anced by the year 2002. 

I would like to turn to answer a sim
ple question, and that is who will bene
fit from the balanced budget plan pro
posed by the Republican majority this 
week. The answer? The American fam
ily. 

The debate over the past week has 
been fascinating. We have heard a lot 
of rhetoric, especially from the other 
side of the aisle, about how cutting 
spending will hurt our children, affect 
our seniors, and hurt the middle class. 
My colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle would have us believe that the en
tire Government is going to shut down 
and that disaster is imminent with our 
budget. 

But what they will not tell you is 
that the Republican budget will have 
tangible positive benefits for whom? 
The American family. Benefits that the 
American family will see in their 
checkbook, in their family budgets, 
and in their overall standard of living. 

According to economists, one of the 
most significant benefits of a balanced 
budget is increased productivity. What 
does that mean? Let us talk a little bit 
about what productivity means to that 
individual family, that typical family 
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in America. Increased productivity, a 
product of this balanced budget, means 
that Americans will produce more in 
the same amount of hours. There will 
be more produced for a given amount of 
work. And why do we have increased 
productivity from balancing the budg
et? Why does increased productivity re
sult from spending no more than we 
take in each year? 

Because, very simply, the Govern
ment, we, will borrow less, and that 
leaves more for investment by the pri
vate sector, by individuals, by individ
ual businesses, and greater investment 
by those businesses and individuals re
sults in better technology and better 
working conditions. It is this invest
ment that allows our workers to 
produce more in the same amount of 
time. And so what does this concept of 
increased productivity which clearly 
stems from a balanced budget mean to 
the individual family, to you, to me, to 
our children, to our grandchildren? 

From this first chart, the first thing 
that increased productivity means is 
greater income for the American fam
ily: If we accomplish more while we are 
at work, increased productivity, we 
will make more money to buy homes, 
to send our children to school, to buy 
clothes for our children, to provide for 
our own retirement. 

According to the Commerce Depart
ment, median family income fell last 
year under President Clinton's watch 
by 1.9 percent. In contrast, over the 
next 10 years, by balancing the budget, 
the General Accounting Office says 
that earnings would be increased by ap
proximately an extra 2.9 percent. That 
would mean an extra $1,200 per year for 
each American family by passing to
morrow this balanced budget proposal. 

Under a status quo budget right now, 
income of the average family in 2025 
without a balanced budget, for exam
ple, under the President's proposal 
would be $35,900. Under the Republican 
proposal, that same income of the aver
age family in 2025 but with a balanced 
budget would be $48,200, a difference of 
over $12,000 by having a balanced budg
et. 

Yes, increased incomes for the Amer
ican family mean greater economic se
curity for us, for this current genera
tion, and for that next generation. 
With $12,000 more a year, our families 
will be able to save more for their own 
retirement rather than having to rely 
on the Government today, as so many 
people do today. They will be able to 
pay for their own health care, and they 
will be able to pay for education for 
their children. The investment of this 
kind of extra money for the American 
family can only mean great things for 
our economy and for our people. 

Let me turn to the second chart. Are 
there other benefits of increased pro
ductivity which will result from the 
balanced budget? Mr. President, if we 
are accomplishing more during work 

hours, we will actually have to work 
less to accomplish the same amount. 
This means more time at home, more 
time with our families, more time with 
our children, our grandchildren to play 
baseball, to go to a guitar recital, to 
read a book. 

Indeed, a typical family workday is 
8¥2 hours. Increased productivity 
means that workers can provide the 
same level of output in fewer hours 
leaving more time for family, more 
time for leisure. In traveling the State 
of Tennessee, I know that Americans 
feel they are working hard to get 
ahead, and today they are not making 
progress. The median income is declin
ing today. It is tough on families. It is 
tough on moms and dads who struggle 
to keep the house clean, food on the 
table, and the family running, and it is 
tough for those individuals. As we bal
ance this budget and make this pro
posal, they worry: Will times be better? 
The message that we must get out is 
yes, with a balanced budget, there is 
increased productivity, increased time 
to be with one's family. 

The Republican budget, when you 
break it down, will actually ease that 
burden through increasing the effi
ciencies of our businesses and our 
workers. 

Let me turn to the third chart, Mr. 
President. Probably the most tangible 
benefit that we will see from balancing 
our budget is lower interest rates. The 
Congressional Budget Office has told us 
that interest rates will be lower by al
most 2 percent if we balance the budg
et. Other economists, such as the inde
pendent forecasting group from DRI 
McGraw-Hill, predict lower interest 
rates of up to 2.5 percent, lower than 
they would be with a budget which is 
not balanced. That translates very di
rectly into lower costs for typical pur
chases by the American family. 

The examples are depicted. It means 
when lower interest rates take effect, 
that on the $75,000 30-year mortgage to 
this family, there will be a savings of 
$1,246 if we have a balanced budget. 

Or that same family will save $1,000 
over the life of a loan on a $15,000 car 
if we pass this balanced budget pro
posal. 

And that same family will save $36 
per year on an average balance of $1,800 
on a credit card if we pass this bal
anced budget proposal. 

And that same family can save $1,128 
over the life of a loan on a small busi
ness or on farm equipment or on this 
typical tractor. 

Mr. President, these are the kinds of 
savings that are very real that will af
fect every household in this country if 
we are successful in passing the bal
anced budget plan tomorrow. There is 
absolutely no question that the Repub
lican budget, yes, will be tough. It will 
be tough, and everybody is going to 
have to sacrifice for it to take effect. 
But there is no question that this Re-

publican budget does provide real, tan
gible benefits for all Americans and all 
American families. 

Increased incomes, less work time, 
lower interest rate&-all will contrib
ute to a much higher quality of life for 
the American family. 

I urge all of my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to consider these posi
tive beneficial effects to the family as 
we vote on this historic-very his
toric-budget package tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 

PROMISES KEPT 
Mrs. HUTCillSON. Mr. President, I 

want to thank the Senator from Ten
nessee, a new Member of the Senate, 
for helping us with this debate, for 
helping us point out the important de
cisions that we are making today and 
tomorrow. 

It has really been wonderful to see 
the freshmen Senators, the new Sen
ators, like the Senator from Tennessee 
and like the Senator in the chair, to
night adding to the debate and adding 
to the energy and vitality of the 
changes that we are making for Amer
ica, the changes that the people asked 
for in 1994 so forcefully by giving a 
mandate to Congress to do the right 
thing, to keep the promises that were 
made. 

The American people have seen time 
after time after time politicians mak
ing great speeches, beautiful speeches 
at conventions and big events and ral
lies and they see them make the prom
ises and they see the promises broken 
almost the day after the election. Now, 
for the first time in years, the Amer
ican people are going to see the prom
ises being kept. 

I think you are seeing such clear dif
ferences between the leadership that 
the President has shown versus the 
leadership that the Members of Con
gress are showing now finally. 

The President's theme has been bal
ance the budget on the backs of the 
Medicare recipients and the welfare re
cipients and education. That is the 
theme that we see recurring on the 
floor of the Senate day after day after 
day after day-the class warfare: "Oh, 
yes, they are balancing the budget, but 
they are doing it at the expense of the 
people in our society who are receiving 
Medicare and welfare." 

That is all we have heard. Where is 
their plan? Where is their suggestion? 
As the Senator from Pennsylvania said 
earlier tonight, their Chief of Staff has 
said, "It's a big game of chicken. If you 
put your budget out there and we're 
going to slash it to ribbons. If we put 
our budget out there, you are going to 
slash ours to ribbons." So who goes 
first? 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14119 
Mr. President, the Republicans are 

going first. We are putting something 
on the table that makes sense. We are 
taking the bold step and we are pro
tecting Medicare for the future, and we 
are going to have a welfare system that 
tries to bring people up, not hold them 
down for generation after generation, 
and to give the taxpayers of our coun
try the opportunity to see that it does 
not pay not to work if you can. 

So, Mr. President, where is the Presi
dent of the United States in this de
bate? He gave a budget to the Congress. 
We voted on it. It was the first vote we 
took in this budget debate. It was a 
budget which would increase the Fed
eral deficit from $203 billion in 1994 to 
$276 billion in the year 2000. In fact, the 
Clinton budget, submitted to this Con
gress, called for another $1.2 trillion in 
deficit spending over the next 5 years. 

That is the budget he has presented 
until yesterday. And yesterday the 
President said, "I'm going to give you 
a balanced budget." We are 4 days into 
the budget debate and the President 
says, "I'm going to give you a balanced 
budget." Where was he in the first year 
of his term? Where was he in the sec
ond year of his term? And where was he 
when we started the hearings in the 
Budget Committee when Senator Do
MENICI was trying for a consensus, try
ing to bring everyone into the process, 
where was the President then? Where is 
the alternative now? There is no alter
native except the one on the table that 
the Budget Committee has put forward 
which will balance the budget of this 
country by the year 2002. 

It is the budget that is going to pro
tect Medicare for our future genera
tions. It is the budget resolution that 
says to our children, we are not going 
to turn our backs on you. 

Finally, we have drawn the line in 
the sand, and we are going to do what 
is right for this country. This is, in
deed, a moment in history. Tomorrow, 
we are going to make history in Amer
ica. The other body is going to do what 
the House of Representatives did last 
week, and we are going to keep our 
promise to the American people. 

Do all of us like everything in the 
budget? Absolutely not. There is prob
ably not one Member of the Senate 
that says this is a perfect budget. Not 
even Senator DOMENICI likes every
thing in this budget that he worked so · 
hard to bring out of that committee 
with the strong vote that he did. In 
fact, today I voted to change the budg
et, to give more to national defense be
cause I am so worried that we are 
shortchanging our national defense in 
this country, and I wanted to try to 
change the priorities. 

Other people have been offering 
amendments to add to education. Oth
ers have offered amendments to add to 
Medicare funding. Others have offered 
amendments for all different things 
that they think should be a priority. 

But, Mr. President, this is a good, 
solid, balanced budget. 

It is a balanced budget in the sense 
that, of course, it is going to take away 
deficits after 7 years. But it is a bal
anced budget in that it has taken into 
consideration what the Federal Gov
ernment should be doing. And it is cut 
from some of the areas where the Fed
eral Government has gotten too in
volved and in fact has encroached on 
our State governments and our local 
governments. It has cut back in those 
areas. 

We are going back to the concept of 
a Federal Government that has specific 
powers and everything is not reserved 
to the Federal Government. It is going 
to be left to the States and to the peo
ple. That is the lOth amendment to the 
Constitution, and we are going to res
urrect it and we are going to start with 
the budget that we are going to adopt 
tomorrow. We are going to give the 
power back to the people and back to 
the governments that are closest to the 
people, and that is where we are going 
to stop the spending binges from the 
Federal Government-and, oh, by the 
way, the strings that go with the 
spending binges. That is as costly as 
anything we do. The strings we attach 
to the State government when we send 
them the money, we are going to take 
the strings away; we are going to send 
them block grants. They have the abil
ity to make the decisions for what is 
best for the people in their States. 
They are the closest to the people, and 
they should be determining what their 
priorities are. We do not need to tell 
them what to do in Washington, DC. 

So tomorrow is the beginning of a 
new day in America. It is the beginning 
of the time that we are going to take 
the ship of state and we are going to 
start the turn in the right direction. 
We are going to provide a future for 
our children and grandchildren. We are 
going to keep our promises. We are 
going to fulfill the mandate that the 
people gave to us. 

The President has talked a good 
game. He is a great speaker. He has 
made a lot of promises. But what has 
he done? He has given us a budget that 
does not balance. He has passed the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
America. He has financed our debt with 
short-term borrowing. And we are 
going to have to pay the price down the 
road for that mistake. And he has woe
fully underestimated the need for a 
strong national defense. We are going 
to start turning this country in the 
right direction. We started in January, 
and w.e are going to take a major step 
tomorrow to do the right thing for the 
people of this country. 

We are working very hard, Mr. Presi
dent, to do what we believe is the right 
thing to do for our children, for our 
senior citizens, for the people that are 
truly needy, and for the people who are 
out there working for a living to be. 

able to keep the taxes that they earn 
for themselves and not give it to the 
Government to determine the prior
ities for their families. And we are 
going to work for that small business 
entrepreneur to be able to make it and 
to live the American dream and to 
grow and to prosper and create the jobs 
that will give others the opportunity 
to live the American dream of doing 
better for their families than they have 
been able to have as they immigrated 
into our country, or as they were the 
first member of their family to get a 
college education. That is who we are 
working for, Mr. President, and that is 
what this balanced budget is going to 
ensure will continue to be the Amer
ican dream. That is why we are here 
tonight at 10:30 p.m. eastern time, to 
talk about the importance of doing the 
responsible thing. The easy thing? No. 
The tough decisions, the right deci
sions, and the responsible decisions 
that we were elected to come to Wash
ington to make. 

Mr. President, we are on the eve of a 
very historic time, and I am proud that 
I believe we are going to do the right 
thing tomorrow. The Senate is going to 
put aside all of the differences that we 
might have and priorities and pass a 
balanced budget that will start our 7-
year march to the time when we will 
begin to start paying down that long
term debt. 

Mr. President, I thank you. I am soon 
going to move to close. Does the Sen
ator from Iowa have anything further? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. No. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Forces. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

REPORT RELATIVE TO EMIGRA
TION LAWS AND POLICIES OF 
THE REPUBLIC OF ROMANIA
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT-PM 51 
The Presiding Officer laid before the 

Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, to
gether with an accompanying report; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby transmit a report concern

ing emigration laws and policies of the 
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Republic of Romania as required by 
subsections 402(b) and .409(b) of Title IV 
of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended 
("the Act"). I have determined that 
Romania is in full compliance with the 
criteria in subsections 402(a) and 409(a) 
of the Act. As required by Title IV, I 
will provide the Congress with periodic 
reports regarding Romania's compli
ance with these emigration standards. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 19, 1995. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Armed Services, I 
report favorably the attached listing of 
nominations. 

Those identified with a single aster
isk (*) are to be placed on the Execu
tive Calendar. Those identified with a 
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the 
Secretary's desk for the information of 
any Senator since these names have al
ready appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 24, May 2, and May 11, 
1995, and ask unanimous consent, to 
save the expense of reprinting on the 
Executive Calendar, that these nomi
nations lie at the Secretary's desk for 
the information of Senators. 

*In the Air Force there are 42 appoint
ments to the grade of brigadier general (list 
begins with Patrick 0. Adams) (Reference 
No. 216) 

*In the Air Force there are 24 appoint
ments to the grade of major general (list be
gins with Kurt B. Anderson) (Reference No. 
217) 

*Major General Ronald V. Rite , USA to be 
lieutenant general (Reference No. 253) 

*Vice Admiral David M. Bennett, USN to 
be placed on the retired list in the grade of 
vice admiral (Reference No. 267) 

*Rear Admiral Harold M. Koenig, USN to 
be Chief of the Bureau of Medicine and Sur
gery and Surgeon General and to be vice ad
miral (Reference No. 283) 

*Lieutenant General Charles E. Dominy, 
USA to be placed on the retired list in the 
grade of lieutenant general (Reference No. 
287) 

*Lieutenant General Joseph W. Ralston, 
USAF to be general (Reference No. 313) 

*Major General Ralph E . Eberhart, USAF 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 314) 

*Rear Admiral James R. Fitzgerald, USN 
to be vice admiral (Reference No. 318) 

*Brigadier General Sam C. Turk, USAR to 
be major general (Reference No. 338) 

**In the Marine Corps there are 300 pro
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with William E. Acker) (Ref
erence No. 345) 

*Lieutenant General Malcolm B. Arm
strong, USAF to be placed on the retired list 
in the grade of lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 356) 

*Major General Charles T. Robertson, Jr., 
USAF to be lieutenant general (Reference 
No. 357) 

*Lieutenant General Edwin E. Tenoso, 
USAF for reappointment to the grade of lieu
tenant general (Reference No. 358) 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 2 ap
pointments to the grade of lieutenant colo
nel (list begins with David R. Andrews) (Ref
erence No. 359) 

**In the Marine Corps there are 472 ap
pointments to the grade of lieutenant colo
nel and below (list begins with James C. 
Addington) (Reference No. 360) 

*Lieutenant General Ronald H. Griffith, 
USA to be Vice Chief of Staff of the Army 
and to be general (Reference No. 366) 

*General John H. Tilelli, Jr., USA for re
appointment to the grade of general (Ref
erence No. 367) 

*Major General George A. Fisher, Jr., USA 
to be lieutenant general (Reference No. 368) 

*Colonel James R. Helmly, USAR to be 
brigadier general (Reference No. 371) 

*In the Army Reserve there are 11 pro
motions to the grade of major general and 
below (list begins with John T. Crowe) (Ref
erence No. 380) 

*Colonel Fletcher M. Lamkin, Jr., USA to 
be Dean of the Academic Board, United 
States Military Academy, and to be briga
dier general (Reference No. 381) 

*Rear Admiral Brent M. Bennitt, USN to 
be vice admiral (Reference No. 382) 

**In the Army there are 1,152 promotions 
to the grade of lieutenant colonel (list begins 
with Scott L . Abbott) (Reference No. 383) 

Total: 2,020. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 841. A bill to increase the special assess

ment for felonies and improve the enforce
ment of sentences imposing criminal fines, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DEWINE, 
Mr. SMITH, Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE): 

S. 842. A bill to replace the aid to families 
with dependent children with a block grant 
to the States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 843. A bill to amend the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 to convert the food stamp program 
into a block grant program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

S . 844. A bill to replace the medicaid pro
gram with a block grant to the States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 845. A bill to replace the supplemental 
security income program for the disabled 
and blind with a block grant to the States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

S. 846. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to allow for charitable con
tributions to certain private charities pro
viding assistance to the poor thereby im
proving Federal welfare efforts through in
creased activity, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. REID, 
Mr. COATS, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. COHEN, and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 847. A bill to terminate the agricultural 
price support and production adjustment 
programs for sugar, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MCCAIN: 

S. 841. A bill to increase the special 
assessment for felonies and improve 
the enforcement of sentences imposing 
criminal fines, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
THE CRIME VICTIMS ASSISTANCE IMPROVEMENT 

ACT 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to assist 
those who are often ignored in our on
going struggle against crime: the vic
tims: The Crime Victims Assistance 
Improvement Act increases and im
proves collection of crime fines which 
are deposited into the crime victims 
fund. This fund provides desperately 
needed help to crime victims across 
this country. 

I am pleased that this legislation has 
been supported by the National Organi
zation for Victim Assistance, the 
American Legislative Exchange Coun
cil, Crimestrike, and the Arizona De
partment of Public Safety. 

First, this bill doubles the manda
tory special assessment charged to 
every convicted Federal felon. The cur
rent special assessment is $50 for each 
individual felon, and $200 for an organi
zation. The money from these special 
assessments goes directly into the 
crime victims fund. So doubling the as
sessments will double the amount of 
money going into the crime victims 
fund. 

This means that more rape and as
sault victims will get counseling, more 
battered women and children will get 
shelter, more families of murder vic
tims will get money to defray funeral 
expenses. It means more help for more 
crime victims in every State of this 
Nation. 

Second, this legislation increases, to 
20 years, the statute of limitations for 
the collection of these special assess
ments. Currently, the Government 
loses the right to collect this money 
from convicted felons after 5 years, 
which means vital resources are lost in 
the effort to assist crime victims. 
Criminal debtors should not be allowed 
to get away with defying a court order 
to pay. Increasing the statute of limi
tations significantly increases the 
amount of time that the Government 
has to track down deadbeat criminals 
and make them meet their obligation. 

This legislation also requires an en
forceable payment schedule for special 
assessments, orders of restitution and 
additional fines charged to convicted 
Federal criminals. Current law only al
lows the judge the option of setting up 
a payment schedule. A mandatory 
schedule for payment of the money 
owed will enhance collections and im
prove debt management. Ultimately, it 
means more dollars in the crime vic
tims fund. 

Fourth, this legislation prohibits de
linquent criminal debtors from receiv
ing Federal benefits, such as grants, 
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contracts, loans, professional and com
mercial licenses and other Federal as
sistance programs. If convicted crimi
nals are not meeting their financial ob
ligation to crime victims, then they 
certainly should not be allowed to ben
efit from Federal assistance programs. 

Fifth, the bill addresses a particu
larly absurd loophole in current law 
which allows delinquent criminal debt
ors to collect money from the Crime 
Victims Fund if they themselves be
come victims of crime. It is ironic, and 
yet tragic, when a convicted criminal 
debtor in turn becomes a victim of 
crime; but it is unfair that such an in
dividual, who is delinquent in pay
ments to the crime victims fund, and 
has not made a good faith effort to 
meet his or her obligation, is allowed 
to receive assistance from the program. 

The intent of this legislation, how
ever, is not to deny needy people from 
assistance if they are making a good 
faith effort to meet their financial and 
legal obligations. Payment schedules 
certainly could be amended by a court 
to address exigent circumstances. 

Finally, this legislation establishes 
that crime victim compensation pay
ments shall not be counted as income 
for purposes of eligibility for unrelated 
federally-funded general assistance 
programs. 

Let me relate the story of a 2-year
old-boy from Iowa. After his father was 
brutally, murdered, this boy's mother 
had no means of support and was 
placed on AFDC rolls, which qualified 
the family for Medicaid. The State vic
tims compensation program also pro
vided this young victim and his mother 
$2,000 for loss of support. This one-time 
compensation payment was considered 
as income, however, so the Government 
was forced to cut off this child's Medic
aid benefits for nearly a year. This is 
not right and it must be changed. 

Mr. President, crime continues to 
plague our Nation. Figures from the 
U.S. Justice Department show that one 
violent crime is committed in this 
country every 16 seconds. Yet the 
unmet need for victim assistance and 
compensation is enormous. The num
ber of victims' compensation claims 
has increased by 10 to 20 percent each 
year for the past 5 years, but many of 
those claims are being turned down be
cause of a lack of funding. 

In my home State of Arizona, we are 
receiving fewer dollars from the crime 
victims fund at a time when serious 
crime is increasing. In 1993-94, 16 Ari
zona agencies that applied for crime 
victim assistance grants received no 
funding at all. The funding requests 
that were rejected included victim wit
ness programs, domestic violence agen
cies, as well as child abuse and sexual 
assault programs. 

The victims compensation system is 
also overburdened. Families with lim
ited financial resources must face the 
initial trauma of the crime coupled 
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with the additional concerns of medi
cal expenses, funeral bills and other 
crime-related losses. We need more re
sources to help these victims, espe
cially those in financial distress, and 
the Crime Victims Assistance Improve
ment Act will help tremendously in 
this endeavor. 

Doubling the amount of special as
sessments, increasing the statute of 
limitations on collections, setting up 
specific payment schedules, and keep
ing delinquent criminal debtors from 
benefiting from the crime victims fund 
are effective methods for channeling 
money from the criminals who com
mitted the crimes to the victims who 
are living with the aftermath. We must 
let criminals know that fine payment 
is not an option, it is an obligation 
that they must and will meet. 

Mr. President, this legislation en
hances collections of criminal debt and 
improved administration of the crime 
victims fund to keep pace with the 
growing needs of crime victims, and I 
urge timely consideration and passage 
of this measure. • 

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, 
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. SMITH, Mr.lNHOFE, 
and Mr. KEMPTHORNE): 

S. 842. A bill to replace the aid to 
families with dependent children pro
gram to the States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 843. A bill to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to convert the food 
stamp program into a block grant pro
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

S. 844. A bill to replace the Medicaid 
program with a block grant to the 
States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 845. A bill to replace the supple
men tal security income program for 
the · disabled and blind with a block 
grant to the States, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 846. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow for chari
table contributions to certain private 
charities providing assistance to the 
poor thereby improving Federal wel
fare efforts through increased activity, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, as we 
continue to debate the budget resolu
tion, setting spending levels for the 
next 5 years, we do so with the knowl
edge that one of our greatest chal
lenges is moving our Nation's needy 
from governmental dependence to eco
nomic independence. One of our chal
lenges is to ensure that hope and op
portunity are defining characteristics 
of all Americans. 

This was the challenge 30 years ago, 
when the great movement reshaptng 
world politics was the end of colonial-

ism. John Kennedy celebrated the "de
sire to be independent," as the "single 
most important force in the world." 
Eventually this movement revealed its 
power from Asia to Africa to South 
America. 

The problem with imperialism was 
not just its economic exploitation. it 
was its influence on culture. It under
mined traditional ways and institu
tions. It was inconsistent with human 
dignity. 

Why? Because imperialism rewarded 
passivity and encouraged dependence. 
It required citizens to live by the rules 
of a distant elite. It demanded people 
be docile in the face of a system that 
they could not change. It was an at
tack, not just on national sovereignty, 
but on national character. What our 
Washington-based welfare system has 
done, particularly to women and chil
dren, has been to fashion a new form of 
colonialism. It created an underclass 
that is paid to play by rules that lead 
to dependence. It rewards behavior 
that keeps them powerless. It thwarts 
the efforts of private and religious 
charitable organizations to care for the 
needy. It discourages the genuine com
passion of the American people. It has 
waged war against the human spirit. 

Our goal in welfare should not be to 
maintain the underclass as com
fortably as possible as wards of the 
State. Yet that is precisely what has 
been done. Cash benefits anesthetize 
their suffering. Food stamps relieve 
their hunger. Health care and housing 
are provided. But the hope, dignity, 
and integrity of independence are for
gotten. 

Consider, just briefly, what our cur
rent welfare system has wrought. The 
numbers alone are enough to numb the 
senses. Since 1965, we've spend more 
than $5 trillion-a cost higher than 
that of waging the second world war
fighting poverty. -Yet today, there are 
more people living in poverty than ever 
before, and our safety net has become 
mo e like quicksand. 

In 1965, when President Johnson 
launched the War on Poverty, there 
were approximately 14.7 million chil
dren in poverty. They constituted 
about one of every five children in 
America. In 1993, there were 14.6 mil
lion children in poverty. They con
stitute a little more than one in every 
five American children. Of all age 
groups, children are the most likely to 
be poor. In 1991, a study of the poverty 
rates in eight industrialized nations re
vealed that American children were al
most three times as likely to be poor 
as children from the other nations 
studied. 

The character of the poverty we face 
today is a deeper, more en trenched 
poverty in which generations of people 
are born, live, and die without the ex
perience of holding a job, owning a 
home, or growing up with a father's 
love and discipline. 
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Go into our inner citie&-go just 

blocks from here-and you will meet a 
generation fed on welfare and food 
stamps but starved of nurture and 
hope. You will meet young teens in 
their third pregnancy. You will meet 
children who are not only without a fa
ther, but do not know anyone who has 
a father. You will talk with sixth-grad
ers who do not know how many inches 
are in a foot, having never seen a ruler, 
and with first-graders who do not know 
their ABC's or numbers because no one 
ever took the time to teach them. 

Thirty years ago, Robert Kennedy re
flected on welfare and said this: 

Opponents of welfare have always said that 
welfare is degrading, both to the giver and 
the recipient. They have said that it de
stroys self-respect, that it lowers incentive, 
that it is contrary to American ideals. Most 
of us deprecated and disregarded these criti
cisms. People were in need; obviously, we 
felt, to help people in trouble was the right 
thing to do. But in our urge to help, we also 
disregarded elementary fact. For the criti
cisms of welfare do have a center of truth. 
and they are confirmed by the evidence. 

Robert Kennedy's warnings were not 
heeded. 

The political elites that followed him 
have spent, and taxed, and redistrib
uted wealth beyond the dreams of Roo
sevelt and Johnson combined. But in 
the Government's war on poverty, pov
erty is winning and the casual ties are 
the poor. Hope and opportunity are 
missing in action. Programs and poli
cies that once were judged by the 
height of their aspirations must now be 
judged by the depth of their failure. 

I have a belief that is confirmed by 
the record of our times. It is this: The 
greatest, most insistent human need is 
not subsistence, not hand-outs, not de
pendence, but independence. Not the 
kind of independence that suggests 
people do not need one another or that 
suggests that every man is an island. 
Quite the opposite, the independence of 
which I speak is the independence born 
of economic self-sufficiency and oppor
tunity. The independence to dream, 
pursue, and fulfill our deepest wishes 
and our personal potential. This is 
something that the social architects 
cannot plan or build. It is not struc
ture, it is spirit. It is something that 
our welfare system has lacked for at 
least the past 30 years. It is a reality 
that we continue to ignore only at our 
peril. 

We stand at a time of unique oppor
tunity. There is a mainstream move
ment of values sweeping this land. It is 
a movement reflected on the covers of 
popular magazines like Newsweek and 
US News who lament the absence of 
shame and the lack of fathers. 

I believe it is time again to create a 
welfare system that helps, not hurts 
those it seeks to serve. That is the 
standard against which reform must be 
judged-not some utopian ideal, but 
the cold, hard realities of our present 
welfare system. 

Today I will introduce the Commu
nities Involved in Caring [CIVIC] Act. 
We have neither the aspiration nor the 
expectation that it alone is the long
awaited answer to our welfare prob
lems. But we do believe that it is a sig
nificant step toward restoring the op
portunities of dignity through inde
pendence and the access to the world of 
upward mobility. 

This act is predicated on three fun
damental beliefs. First, that States 
need to be given maximum flexibility 
in reforming their welfare systems. 
Second, that our intermediary organi
zation&-especially private and reli
gious charitable organization&-need to 
be utilized in welfare reform. Third, 
that intermediary organizations need 
not only money, but volunteers, to 
flourish. 

BLOCK GRANTS 

The CIVIC Act block-grants Washing
ton's four main welfare entitlement 
program&-AFDC, Food Stamps, Sup
plemental Security Income, and Medic
aid-to the States. It does this first by 
capping the spending on AFDC, food 
stamps, and SSI at either an average of 
fiscal year 1992-94 levels, or at fiscal 
year 1994 levels, whichever is higher. 
This cap would then apply for the next 
5 years. For Medicaid, which is cur
rently growing at rates exceeding 10 
percent per year, spending would be 
capped at a rolling 5-percent increase 
for the next 5 years. 

These programs would then be extri
cated from their existing bureau
cracie&-HHS, Agriculture, et cetera
and given to the Department of Treas
ury to distribute to the States. 

Treasury's oversight role would be 
minimal because the only qualifica
tions on the block grants would be the 
following. First, States would be re
quired to make welfare recipients 
work. How best to do that. The nature 
of the work. The level of participation. 
All of those issues would be left to the 
States to determine. Second, States 
which decrease illegitimacy, using ex
isting governmental statistics, will be 
able to use a portion of their block 
grant for elementary and secondary 
education or any other function they 
desire. 
INVOLVEMENT OF INTERMEDIARY INSTITUTIONS 

The CIVIC Act also provides explicit 
authority for States to contract with 
intermediary organiza tion&-incl uding 
private and religious charitable organi
zation&-to help solve the welfare prob
lem. 

We have all heard the stories of small 
organizations that are hugely success
ful in helping America's poor. Unfortu
nately, many of those programs have 
been constrained from receiving Fed
eral funds because all too often those 
Federal funds would require radical 
changes in the program-changes that 
would rob the programs of the very 
characteristics that make them suc
cessful. 

Under the CIVIC Act, States would 
be able to utilize their Federal bloc
grant funds by either contracting with 
these organizations directly or by giv
ing welfare recipients certificates so 
that they can choose which programs 
to get involved in. 
TAX CREDIT ELIGIBILITY FOR VOLUNTEERING AT 

CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS 

The final part of the CIVIC Act 
makes those people who volunteer at 
least 50 hours per year, or approxi
mately 1 hour per week, to institutions 
that serve the needy, eligible for a $500 
tax credit for monetary donations to 
such charitable organizations. Just as 
welfare recipients should work for 
their benefits, so our citizenry should 
work for charitable organizations in 
order to receive a tax credit. It is all 
about responsibility. It is all about op
portunity. 

When he travelled through America 
more than 100 years ago, the great 
French observer Alexis de Tocqueville 
was struck by how caring Americans 
were for each other. "The Americans, 
. . . regard for themselves," he wrote, 
"constantly prompts them to assist 
one another and inclines them will
ingly to sacrifice a portion of their 
time and property to the welfare of 
[others]." What this act seeks to undo 
is 30 years of Washington discouraging 
that very basic American instinct to 
help one another. 

These ideas are not new ideas. They 
are, in fact, ideas that have been tried, 
tested, and found successful. About a 
hundred years ago in cities like New 
York, alcoholics and addicts littered 
the sidewalks. Orphaned children 
roamed the streets. And if all New 
York City's liquor shops, houses of 
prostitution, gambling houses, and 
other low-life establishments would 
have been placed on a single street, 
they would have extended from Man
hattan's city hall to the city of White 
Plains more than 30 miles away. On 
that street, there would have been a 
robbery every 165 yards and a murder 
every half mile. And in Brooklyn, 1 out 
of every 10 people got food from public 
storehouses. 

These pathologies met their match 
through society's intermediary, non
governmental organizations. Their 
warm-hearted and hard-headed ap
proaches helped save women and chil
dren and men. As the historian Marvin 
Olasky notes, "The solutions these re
forms came up with forestalled an epi
demic of illegitimacy and saved thou
sands of children from misery." 

I believe that as we confront our own 
social pathologies, we must, we must 
do it the same way-with new ideas for 
the 1990's that were the standard fare 
of the 1890's. We must meet our chal
lenges with a greater role for States 
and a greater role for intermediary or
ganization&-both larger ones like the 
Salvation Army and the Goodwill and 
smaller ones like Best Friends and the 
Sunshine Mission. 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14123 
So while the CIVIC Act begins the 

process of moving welfare from Wash
ington to the States, it also begins the 
vital task of reinvigorating our 
intermediary organiza tions--organiza
tions which can help meet people's 
deepest needs, organizations that we 
know will help solve our welfare prob
lems. 

The change that we want to see will 
not occur overnight. Neither will it 
come without hard work and thorough 
debate. The end of colonialism was not 
an easy process either. For independ
ence means risk, the sacrifice of secu
rity. Economic mobility means work, 
hard work. But no nation and no people 
who have ever tasted the sweet fruits 
of freedom has called for the return of 
its colonial rulers. 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. 
REID, Mr. COATS, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. COHEN and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG ): 

S. 847. A bill to terminate the agri
cultural price support and production 
adjustment programs for sugar, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

AGRICULTURAL PRICE SUPPORT LEGISLATION 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise 
today with Senators REID, BRADLEY, 
COATS, COHEN, LAUTENBERG, and KYL to 
announce the introduction of legisla
tion to repeal the sugar program. This 
legislation will eliminate the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture's [USDA] price 
support, subsidized loans, producer as
sessments, and marketing allotments 
for sugar. 

The sugar program is big government 
at its worst. At a time when the Amer
ican people are demanding that the 
Federal Government assume a more 
limited role in society, this program 
goes in the opposite d1rection. Instead 
of leaving the sugar industry to mar
ket forces, the USDA wields the heavy 
hand of government intervention. 

Why should Congress repeal the 
sugar program? That is a good ques
tion, and I will give you but a few ex
amples: 

It has been estimated by the General 
Accounting Office [GAO] that the pro
gram costs consumers and sweetener 
users an average of $1.4 billion annu
ally. The producers who sell the most 
sugar reap the biggest benefit. Right 
now, the world sugar price is half that 
of the United States. 

The sugar program stifles competi
tion. In 1991, the GAO estimated that 42 
percent of the program's benefits went 
to only 1 percent of the growers. The 33 
largest sugar plantations receive over 
$1 million each year. 

The U.S. has generally supported free 
and fair trade. How can we justify arti
ficially inflating the price of a domes
tic commodity just to enrich and pro
tect a particular industry? This legisla
tion would not impact existing rules on 
tariffs and quotas. Therefore, there 

would be no dumping of foreign sugar 
into the U.S. market. 

Like most Americans, I strongly sup
port reducing the Federal budget defi
cit. Due to import tariffs and a 1.1 
cents-per-pound tax on producers, the 
sugar program operates a no-net-cost 
to the Federal budget. While this is 
true, the program costs the American 
taxpayers $1.4 billion. The sugar pro
gram is a regressive tax, which imposes 
a much greater burden on those who 
spend a great deal on consumption. 
Under the present system, the benefit 
of reducing the Federal budget deficit 
is far outweighed by the high cost to 
the American consumer. 

One of the greatest environmental 
crises facing the State of Florida is the 
degradation of the Everglades. The Ev
erglades is a national treasure, which 
is threatened by phosphate and pes
ticide runoff. The sugar program's con
tinued high price supports have for 
years stimulated overproduction in the 
Everglades agricultural area. In effect, 
the Federal Government has encour
aged the destruction of the Everglades 
through heavy-handed government 
intervention and misguided attempts 
to regulate the economy. 

The repeal of the sugar program 
would have a minimal, if any, impact 
on jobs in the sugar industry. The 
American sugar industry, the pro-sugar 
lobby, has estimated a job loss of 
420,000. This is factually and statis
tically untrue. The Census Bureau and 
the USDA have estimated that the 
sugar industry only accounts for 46,000 
jobs. In fact, even with the program, 
sugar industry jobs fell by 18 percent 
between 1982 and 1992. It is believed by 
many economists that any job losses in 
the sugar industry would be offset by 
gains realized in the sweetener indus
try. 

Mr. President, the time for wasteful 
and inefficient commodity programs 
like the sugar program has come to an 
end. I hope the Senate will move quick
ly to pass this legislation and send a 
message to the relatively few that ben
efit from this program that the Amer
ican consumer deserves a better deal. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am · 
pleased to rise today to join Senator 
GREGG and Senator REID to introduce 
legislation to eliminate the sugar pro
gram. The Federal Government has 
been meddling in the sugar market for 
over 200 years, and I believe the time 
has come to end what has become a 
wasteful practice. 

The supporters of the sugar program 
argue that the system operates at no 
cost to the Federal Government, and 
therefore there is no need to eliminate 
this harmless program. Technically 
speaking this assertion is true; the 
Federal Government does not send 
checks to sugar growers. But the Fed
eral Government does artificially raise 
the price of sugar by limiting imports, 
and, as a result, American consumers 
pay an additional $1.4 billion each year 
for sweetened products, according to 

the Government Accounting Office. So 
while Americans may not pay for this 
program through higher taxes, they do 
pay for it every time they buy a soda, 
or a candy bar, or anything else which 
contains sugar or other sweeteners. 

The supporters of the sugar program 
argue that this program is vital to the 
livelihoods of family farms. Unfortu
nately this program, like many other 
agricultural subsidies, was designed to 
help family farms, but actually tends 
to support big businesses. Seventeen of 
the over 1,700 sugarcane farms received 
roughly 58 percent of the benefits of 
this program in 1991. One family in 
Florida receives an estimated $65 mil
lion a year as a result of the artifi
cially high prices. Mr. President, this 
certainly does not fall within my defi
nition of a "family" farm. 

Finally, the supporters of the sugar 
program argue that the elimination of 
this program will kill the domestic 
sugar industry. While there will likely 
be some changes to the industry if this 
program is eliminated, I take issue 
with the argument that there is no life 
after subsidies. During World War II, a 
price support system was established 
for potatoes. Several years later Con
gress abolished the program. But the 
potato industry remains vibrant in the 
United States to this day. From Maine 
to California, farmers continue to grow 
potatoes without the benefit of a sub
sidy they once enjoyed. 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
end the sugar program. Simply stated, 
its benefits go primarily to a select 
few, while its costs are borne by every 
consumer in America. Because food ac
counts for a higher share of the house
hold budget of low-income families, 
these higher costs are especially re
gressive. For the sake of these fami
lies, I hope the Senate will pass this 
important legislation. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S.230 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KERRY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 230, a bill to prohibit United 
States assistance to countries that pro
hibit or restrict the transport or deliv
ery of United States humanitarian as
sistance. 

S.256 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
BURNS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
256, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to establish procedures for 
determining the status of certain miss
ing members of the Armed Forces and 
certain civilians, and for other pur
poses. 

s . 456 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
456, a bill to improve and strengthen 
the child support collection system, 
and for other purposes. 
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S.630 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 630, a bill to impose com
prehensive economic sanctions against 
Iran. 

s. 647 

At the request of Mr. LOTI', the name 
of the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCIDSON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 647, a bill to amend section 6 of the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re
sources Planning Act of 1974 to require 
phasing in of certain amendments of or 
revisions to land and resource manage
ment plans, and for other purposes. 

s. 770 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 770, a bill to provide 
for the relocation of the United States 
Embassy in Israel to Jerusalem, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 798 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. DORGAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 798, a bill to amend title 
XVI of the Social Security Act to im
prove the provision of supplemental se
curity income benefits, and for other 
purposes. 

S.833 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 833, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to more 
accurately codify the depreciable life 
of semiconductor manufacturing equip
ment. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 34 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 34, a 
joint resolution prohibiting funds for 
diplomatic relations and most-favored
nation trading status with the Social
ist Republic of Vietnam unless the 
President certifies to Congress that Vi
etnamese officials are being fully coop
erative and forthcoming with efforts to 
account for the 2,205 Americans still 
missing and otherwise unaccounted for 
from the Vietnam War, as determined 
on the basis of all information avail
able to the United States Government, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

BRADLEY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1122 

Mr. BRADLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
KENNEDY, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso
lution (S. Con. Res. 13) setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 

Government for the fiscal years 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002; as 
follows: 

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 
insert the following: "budget, the appro
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect 
$16,900,000,000 in budget authority and out
lays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that restores the full current 
law earned income tax credit under section 
32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

"(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE
GATES.-Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, budgetary ag
gregates, and levels under this resolution, re
vised by an amount that does not exceed the 
additional deficit reduction specified under 
subsection (d).". 

GRAMM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1123 

Mr. GRAMM (for himself, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. KYL, Mr. LOTI', Mr. 
MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. SMITH) pro
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 13), supra; as 
follows: 

Strike all after the word "Section" on 
page 1, line 3 through page 79, line 15 and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 
1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996. 
(a) DECLARATION.-The Congress deter

mines and declares that this resolution is 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1996, including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, as required by sec
tion 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol
lows: 
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 1996. 
TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 3. Debt increase. 
Sec. 4. Social Security. 
Sec. 5. Major functional categories. 
Sec. 6. Reconciliation. 
TITLE II-BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 

RULEMAKING 
Sec. 201. Discretionary spending limits. 
Sec. 202. Extension of pay-as-you-go point of 

order. 
Sec. 203. Tax reserve fund in the Senate. 
Sec. 204. Scoring of emergency legislation. 
Sec. 205. Budget surplus allowance. 
Sec. 206. Sale of Government assets. 
Sec. 207. Credit reform and guaranteed stu

dent loans. 
Sec. 208. Extension of Budget Act 60-vote en

forcement through 2002. 
Sec. 209. Repeal of IRS allowance. 
Sec. 210. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 

TITLE III-SENSE OF THE CONGRESS 
AND THE SENATE 

Sec. 301. Restructuring Government and 
program terminations. 

Sec. 302. Sense of the Senate regarding re
turning programs to the States. 

Sec. 303. Commercialization of Federal ac
tivities. 

Sec. 304. Nonpartisan Advisory Commission 
on the CPl. 

Sec. 305. Sense of the Congress on a uniform 
accounting system in the Fed
eral Government. 

TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNI'S. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.-(A) For purposes 
of the enforcement of this resolution-

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,051,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,063,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,112,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,165,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,220,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,285,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,353,900,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be in
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $8,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: -$19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: -$22,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: -$21,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: -$25,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: -$28,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: -$31,100,000,000. 
(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance 

Contributions Act revenues for hospital in
surance within the recommended levels of 
Federal revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $114,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $140,400,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund)-

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $947,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $918,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $997,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,045,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,093,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,152,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,213,500,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $8,705,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: -$19,701,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: -$22,193,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: -$21,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: -$25,699,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: -$28,489,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: -$31,106,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.-(A) For pur

poses of comparison with the maximum defi
cit amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for 
purposes of the enforcement of this resolu
tion, the appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,266,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,274,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,321,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,361,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,419,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,438,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,483,200,000,000. 
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(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
new budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,169,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,174,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,215,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,248,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,299,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,291,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,343,000,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.-(A) For purposes of 

comparison with the maximum deficit 
amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for 
purposes of the enforcement of this resolu
tion, the appropriate levels of total budget 
outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,273,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,274,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,300,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,345,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,399,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,420,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,467,100,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
budget outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,177,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,175,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,194,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,233,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,280,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,292,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,328,100,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.-(A) For purposes of compari

son with the maximum deficit amount under 
sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the en
forcement of this resolution, the amounts of 
the deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $221,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $211,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $187,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $179,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $178,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $135,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $113,200,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the amounts of the deficits are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $229,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $220,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $196,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $188,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $186,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $140,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $114,600,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.-The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,190,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,471,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,726,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $5,972,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $6,215,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $6,416,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $6,594,300,000,000. 
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.-The appro

priate levels of total new direct loan obliga
tions are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $37,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $40,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $46,100,000,000. 
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT

MENTS.-The appropriate levels of new pri-

mary loan guarantee commitments are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $193,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $187,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $184,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $186,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $187,600,000,000. 

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE. 
The amounts of the increase in the public 

debt subject to limitation are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $287,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $280,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $255,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $245,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $243,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $201,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $177,400,000,000. 

SEC. 4. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.-For pur

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $347,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $430,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $452,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $498,600,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.-For pur

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $299,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $310,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $324,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $338,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $368,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $383,800,000,000. 

SEC. 5. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

the appropriate levels of new budget author
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com
mitments for fiscal years 1996 through 2000 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $257,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $261,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $259,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $254,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $259,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $276,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $269,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authm"ity, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, S16,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000 
(B) Outlays, $2,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$7,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$5,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$7,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$5,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$3,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$3,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200 '000. 000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200.000 '000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D.) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,000,000,000. · 
(B) Outlays, $31,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $48,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $51,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $16,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $47,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $118,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $119,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $124,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $124,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A).New budget authority, $128,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $128,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $132,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $136,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $136,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $140,400,000,000. 
(B) outlays, $140,200,ooo,ooo. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $144,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $144,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 

(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $171,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $169,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $178,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $193,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $191,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $207,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $204,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $221,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $219,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $238,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $236,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(13) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act, Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund: 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $66,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $73,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $73,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $81,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $81,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $90,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $89,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $99,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $112,300,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $111,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $226,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $225,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $233,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $235,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $246,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $256,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S257,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $272,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S272,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S277,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $291,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S291,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
(15) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S10,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fi::;cal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, S9,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, S10,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. · 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 

Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, S11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S36,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S26,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,600,000,000. 
(17) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $297,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $308,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $308,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $316,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $316,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $327,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $327,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
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(A) New budget authority, $338,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $338,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $345,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $345,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $353,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $353,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(20) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $308,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $308,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $319,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $319,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments. SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, S326,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S326,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $336,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S336,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $346,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S346,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $350,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $350,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $356,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $356,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(21) The corresponding levels of gross inter-

est on the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $369,198,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $379,464,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: S387,544,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $399,682,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: S411,144,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: S421,368,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: S430,460,000,000. 
(22) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -S26,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S23,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, -S25,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S23,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -S26,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S24,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, -S26,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$24,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, -$34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments. SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, -$35,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$32,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments. SO. 
(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$33,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$33,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$37,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, -$39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments. SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, -S41,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S41,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, -S42,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -S42,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
(24) For purposes of section 710 of the So

cial Security Act, Undistributed Offsetting 
Receipts (950): 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$33,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$34,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$34,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$36,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, -$37,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$37,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, -$39,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$39,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
SEC. 6. RECONCILIATION. 

(a) SENATE COMMITTEES.-Not later than 
July 14, 1995, the committees named in this 
subsection shall submit their recommenda
tions to the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate. After receiving those recommenda
tions, the Committee on the Budget shall re
port to the Senate a reconciliation bill car
rying out all such recommendations .without 
any substantive revision. 

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.-The Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending (as defined in 
section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) tore
duce outlays $2,490,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$27,973,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and S45,804,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.- The 
Senate Committee on Armed Services shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out
lays S21,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $338,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $649,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS.-The Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
to reduce the deficit $373,000,000 in fiscal year 
1996, $5,742,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and S6,690,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(4) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.-The Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
shall report changes in laws within its juris
diction to reduce the deficit S2,464,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, S21,937 ,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$33,685,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE
SOURCES.-The Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
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$1,771,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $4,775,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $5,001,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
yearsl996 through 2002. 

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.-The Senate Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays $106,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $1,290,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$2,236,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.-The Senate 
Committee on Finance shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$22,757,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$294,260,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $544,302,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(8) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS.-The 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
shall report changes in laws within its juris
diction that provide direct spending to re
duce outlays $0 in fiscal year 1996, $0 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$0 for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2002. 

(9) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF
FAIRS.-The Senate Committee on Govern
mental Affairs shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $118.000,000 in fis
cal year 1996, $3,023,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$6,871,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(10) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.-The 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary shall re
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out
lays $119,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$923,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, and $1,483,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(11) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE
SOURCES.-The Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$1,141,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $9,165,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $13,795,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(12) COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRA
TION.-The Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $2,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1996, $280,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and $319,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(13) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS.
The Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
shall report changes in laws within its juris
diction that provide direct spending to re
duce outlays $301,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$5,760,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $10,002,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 
TITLE ll-BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 

RULEMAKING 
SEC. 201. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 

(a) DEFINITION.-As used in this section and 
for the purposes of allocations made pursu
ant to section 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, for the discretionary cat
egory, the term "discretionary spending 
limit" means-

(!)with respect to fiscal year 1996-
(A) for the defense category $258,379,000,000 

in new budget authority and $262,035,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$219,441,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$264,908,000,000 in outlays; 

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997-
(A) for the defense category $254,028,000,000 

in new budget authority and $257,695,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$194,542,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$234,248,000,000 in outlays; 

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998---
(A) for the defense category $260,321,000,000 

in new budget authority and $255,226,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$201,387,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$228,735,000,000 in outlays; 

(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999-
(A) for the defense category $266,906,000,000 

in new budget authority and $260,331,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$191,023,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$225,240,000,000 in outlays; 

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000---
(A) for the defense category $276,644,000,000 

in new budget authority and $268,468,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$195,215,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$225,293,000,000 in outlays; 

(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001-
(A) for the defense category $276,644,000,000 

in new budget authority and $268,468,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$191,112,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$223,790,000,000 in outlays; and 

(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002---
(A) for the defense category $276,644,000,000 

in new budget authority and $270,000,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(B) for the nondefense category 
$189,259,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$222,060,000,000 in outlays; 
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi
nitions and emergency appropriations. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph· (2), it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider-

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg
et for fiscal year 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 (or amendment, motion, or con
ference report on such a resolution) that pro
vides discretionary spending in excess of the 
sum of the defense and nondefense discre
tionary spending limits for such fiscal year; 
or 

(B) any appropriations bill or resolution 
(or amendment, motion. or conference report 
on such appropriations bill or resolution) for 
fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 that would exceed any of the dis
cretionary spending limits in this section or 
suballocations of those limits made pursuant 
to section 602(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

(2) EXCEPTION.-This section shall not 
apply if a declaration of war by the Congress 
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant 
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has 
been enacted. 

(c) WAIVER.-This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem
bers. duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.-Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-

lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti
mates made by the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate. 
SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT 

OF ORDER. 
(a) PURPOSE.-The Senate declares that it 

is essential to-
(1) ensure continued compliance with the 

balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu
tion; and 

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement 
system. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any direct-spending 
or receipts legislation (as defined in para
graph (3)) that would increase the deficit for 
any one of the three applicable time periods 
(as defined in paragraph (2)) as measured 

. pursuant to paragraph (4). 
(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.-For pur

poses of this subsection, the term "applica
ble time period" means any one of the three 
following periods-

(A) the first fiscal year covered by the 
most recently adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget; 

(B) the period of the first 5 fiscal years cov
ered by the most recently adopted concur
rent resolution on the budget; or 

(C) the period of the 5 fiscal years follow
ing the first 5 years covered by the most re
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING OR RECEIPTS LEGISLA
TION.- For purposes of this subsection, the 
term " direct-spending or receipts legisla
tion" shall-

(A) except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, include all direct-spending legis
lation as that term is interpreted for pur
poses of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985; 

(B) include-
(i) any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 

motion, or conference report to which this 
subsection otherwise applies; and 

(ii) the estimated amount of savings in di
rect-spending programs applicable to that 
fiscal year resulting from the prior year's se
questration under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if any 
(except for any amounts sequestered as a re
sult of a net deficit increase in the fiscal 
year immediately preceding the prior fiscal 
year); and 

(C) exclude-
(i) any concurrent resolution on the budg

et; and 
(ii) full funding of, and continuation of, the 

deposit insurance guarantee commitment in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg
et Enforcement Act of 1990. 

(4) BASELINE.-Estimates prepared pursu
ant to this section shall-

(A) use the baseline used for the most re
cent concurrent resolution on the budget. 
and for years beyond those covered by that 
concurrent resolution; and 

(B) abide by the requirements of sub
sections (a) through (d) of section 257 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, except that references to 
"outyears" in that section shall be deemed 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14131 
to apply to any year (other than the budget 
year) covered by any one of the time periods 
defined in paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(c) WAIVER.-This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.-Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the bill or joint resolution, as the case may 
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on 
a point of order raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, and receipts 
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the 
basis of estimates made by the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 23 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 218 (103d Con
gress) is repealed. 

(g) SUNSET.-Subsections (a) through (e) of 
this section shall expire September 30, 2002. 
SEC. 203. BUDGET SURPLUS ALLOWANCE. 

(a) ADJUSTMENTS.-For the purposes of 
points of order under the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974 and 
this concurrent resolution on the budget, the 
revenue aggregates shall be reduced and 
other appropriate budgetary aggregates and 
levels shall be revised to reflect the addi
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal
culated under section (c) for legislation that 
reduces revenues. 

(b) REVISED AGGREGATES.-Upon the re
porting to the Committee on the Budget of 
legislation that complies with reconciliation 
directives of section 6, and upon the report
ing of the conference committee on such leg
islation (if a conference report is submitted), 
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg
et of the Senate shall submit to the Senate 
appropriately revised budgetary aggregates 
and levels by an amount that does not ex
ceed the additional deficit reduction cal
culated under subsection (d). 

(c) CEO REVISED DEFICIT ESTIMATE.-Upon 
the reporting to the Committee on the Budg
et of legislation that complies with rec
onciliation directives of section 6, and upon 
the reporting of the conference committee 
on such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Congressional Budget Office 
shall provide the Chairman of the Commit
tee on Budget of the Senate a revised esti
mate of the deficit for fiscal years 1996 
through 2005 that assumes enactment of such 
legislation. 

(d) ADDITIONAL DEFICIT REDUCTION.-For 
purposes of this section, the term "addi
tional deficit reduction" means the amount 
by which the total deficit levels assumed in 
this resolution for a fiscal year exce~d the 
revised deficit estimate provided pursuant to 
subsection (c) for such fiscal year for fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005. 

(e) CEO CERTIFICATION AND CONTIN
GENCIES.-This section shall not apply un
less-

(1) the Director of the Congressional Budg
et Office has provided the estimates required 
by subsection (c); and 

(2) the revisions made pursuant to this sub
section do not cause a budget deficit for fis
cal year 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2005. 
SEC. 204. TAX RESERVE FUND IN THE SENATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Upon the reporting to the 
Committee on the Budget of legislation com-

plying with the reconciliation requirements 
of Section 6, revenue and spending aggre
gates shall be reduced and allocations shall 
be revised for legislation that red:uces reve
nues within the Finance Committees juris
diction by the following amounts: 

1996-$3,000,000,000; 
1997-S7 ,000,000,000; 
199B-S14,000,000,000; 
1999-$23,000,000,000; 
2000-$32,000 ,000,000; 
2001-S41,000,000,000; 
2002--$50,000,000,000. 

or by such amounts defined as "additional 
deficit reduction" in section 203(d) if less 
than the amounts specified herein, provided 
that the costs of such legislation are not in
cluded in the concurrent resolution on the 
budget and the enactment of such legislation 
will not increase the deficit in this resolu
tion for-

(1) fiscal year 1996; 
(2) the period of fiscal years 1996 through 

2000; or 
(3) the period of fiscal years 2001 through 

2005. 
(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the re

porting of legislation pursuant to subsection 
(a), and again upon the submission of a con
ference report on such legislation (if a con
ference report is submitted), the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget of the Senate 
shall file with the Senate appropriately re
vised allocations under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
and revised functional levels and aggregates 
to carry out this subsection. These revised 
allocations, functional levels, and aggregates 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca
tions, functional levels and aggregates con
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(C) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee shall report appro
priately revise allocations pursuant to sec
tions 302(b) and 602(b) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this section. 
SEC. 205. SCORING OF EMERGENCY LEGISLA-

TION. 
Notwithstanding section 606(d)(2) of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and begin
ning with fiscal year 1996, the determina
tions under sections 302, 303, and 311 of such 
Act shall take into account any new budget 
authority, new entitlement authority, out
lays, receipts, or deficit effects as a con
sequence of the provisions of section 
251(b)(2)(D) and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 206. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) the prohibition on scoring asset sales 
has discouraged the sale of assets that can be 
better managed by the private sector and 
generate receipts to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit; 

(2) the President's fiscal year 1996 budget 
included S8,000,000,000 in receipts from asset 
sales and proposed a change in the asset sale 
scoring rule to allow the proceeds from these 
sales to be scored; 

(3) assets should not be sold if such sale 
would increase the budget deficit over the 
long run; and 

(4) the asset sale scoring prohibition 
should be repealed and consideration should 
be given to replacing it with a methodology 
that takes into account the long-term budg
etary impact of asset sales. 

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.-For purposes 
of any concurrent resolution on the budget 
and the Congressional Budget and Impound-

ment Control Act of 1974, the amounts real
ized from sales of assets shall be scored with 
respect to the level of budget authority, out
lays, or revenues. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "sale of an asset" shall have 
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985. 

(d) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.-For the 
purposes of this section, the sale of loan as
sets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990. 
SEC. 207. CREDIT REFORM AND GUARANTEED 

STUDENT LOANS. 
For the purposes of allocations and points 

of order under the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 and this resolution, the cost of a di
rect loan shall be the net present value, at 
the time when the direct loan is disbursed, of 
the following cash flows for the estimated 
life of the loan: 

(1) Loan disbursements. 
(2) Repayments of principal. 
(3) Payments of interest and other pay

ments by or to the Government over the life 
of the loan after adjusting for estimated de
faults, prepayments, fees , penalties, and 
other recoveries. 

(4) In the case of legislation increasing di
rect loan commitments for a program in 
which loan commitments will equal or ex
ceed S5,000,000,000 for the coming fiscal year 
(or for any prior fiscal year), direct expenses, 
including-

(A) activities related to credit extension, 
loan origination, loan servicing, training, 
program promotion, management of contrac
tors, and payments to contractors, other 
government entities, and program partici
pants; 

(B) collection of delinquent loans; and 
(C) writeoff and closeout of loans. 

SEC. 208. EXTENSION OF BUDGET ACT 60-VOTE 
ENFORCEMENT THROUGH 2002. 

Notwithstanding section 275(b) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 (as amended by sections 13112(b) 
and 13208(b)(3) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990), the second sentence of section 
904(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
(except insofar as 1t relates to section 313 of 
th!'l.t Act) and the final sentence of section 
904(d) of that Act (except insofar as it relates 
to section 313 of that Act) shall continue to 
have effect as rules of the Senate through 
(but no later than) September 30, 2002. 
SEC. 209. REPEAL OF IRS ALLOWANCE. 

Section 25 of House Concurrent Resolution 
218 (103d Congress, 2d Session) is repealed. 
SEC. 210. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The Senate adopts the provisions of this 
title-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate, and as such they shall be con
sidered as part of the rules of the Senate, 
and such rules shall supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of the Senate to change those 
rules (so far as they relate to the Senate) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of the Senate. 

EXON (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1124 

Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. LAUTEN
BERG, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. DASCHLE, 
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Mr. DODD, and Mr. BRADLEY) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso
lutionS. Con. Res. 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 74 , strike beginning with line 12 
through line 12 on page 77 and insert the fol
lowing: "budget, the appropriate budgetary 
allocations, aggregates, and levels shall be 
revised to reflect-

"(!) $100,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on medicare and medicaid of-

" (A) increased premiums; 
"(B) increased deductibles; 
"(C) increased copayments; 
"(D) limits on the freedom to select the 

doctor of one's choice; 
" (E) reduced quality of health care serv

ices caused by funding reductions for health 
care providers; 

" (F) reduced or eliminated benefits caused 
by restrictions on eligibility or services; 

"(G) closure of hospitals or nursing homes, 
or other harms to health care providers; or 

" (H) other costs to beneficiaries; 
"(2) $18,000,000,000 in budget authority and 

outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on discretionary spending on education 
and $12,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays for legislation that reduces the ad
verse effects on direct spending for edu
cation; 

" (3) $10,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on direct spending within the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Agriculture; 

"(4) $17,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that restores the full current 
law earned income tax credit under section 
32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

"(5) $3,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef
fects on programs for veterans; and 

"(6) $10,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
outlays of the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
which shall be subject to allocation by the 
Committee on the Budget, by majority vote. 
The amounts provided by paragraphs (1) 
through (6) shall be proportionally adjusted 
based on any increase or decrease in the pro
jected allowance of $170,000,000,000. 

"(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE
GATES.-Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a) of this 
resolution, budgetary aggregates, and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction specified under subsection (d). 

"(c) CBO REVISED DEFICIT ESTIMATE.
After the enactment of legislation that com
plies with the reconciliation directives of 
section 6, the Congressional Budget Office 
shall provide the Chairman of the Commit
tee on the Budget of the Senate a revised es
timate of the deficit for fiscal years 1996 
through 2005. 

" (d) ADDITIONAL DEFICIT REDUCTION.-For 
purposes of this section, the term "addi
tional deficit reduction" means the amount 
by which the total deficit levels assumed in 
this resolution for a fiscal year exceed the 
revised deficit estimate provided pursuant to 
subsection (c) for such fiscal year for fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005. 

" (e) CBO CERTIFICATION AND CONTIN
GENCIES.-This section shall not apply un
less-

"(1) legislation has been enacted comply
ing with the reconciliation directives of sec
tion 6; 

"(2) the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office has provided the estimate re
quired by subsection (c); and 

"(3) the revisions made pursuant to this 
subsection do not cause a budget deficit for 
fiscal year 2002, 2003, 2004 , and 2005. 
"SEC. 205. SCORING OF EMERGENCY LEGISLA

TION. 
"Notwithstanding section 606(d)(2) of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and begin
ning with fiscal year 1996, the determina
tions under sections 302, 303, and 311 of such 
Act shall take into account any new budget 
authority, new entitlement authority, out
lays, receipts, or deficit effects as a con
sequence of the prov1s10ns of section 
251(b)(2)(D) and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985." . 

THURMOND (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1125 

Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. COATS, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. STE
VENS) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 11, line 7, increase the amount by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On page 11, line 8, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 11, line 14, increase the amount by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On page 11, line 15, increase the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 11, line 21, increase the amount by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On page 12, line 3, increase the amount by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On page 12, line 4, increase the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 12, line 10, increase the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 12, line 11, increase the amount by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On page 12, line 17, increase the amount by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On page 12, line 18, increase the amount by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On page 12, line 24, increase the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 12, line 25, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 54, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On page 54, line 21 , decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 55, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On page 55, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 55, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On page 55, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On page 55, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On page 55, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 55, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 55, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On page 56, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On page 56, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On page 56, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 56, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 14, increase the amount by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On page 65, line 15, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On page 65, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 21, increase the amount by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On page 65, line 22, increase the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 65, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On page 65, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 66, line 3, increase the amount by 
$17 '700,000,000. 

On page 66, line 4, increase the amount by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$17 '700,000,000. 

On page 66, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 10, increase the amount by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On page 66, line 11, increase the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 66, line 13, decr~ase the amount by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On page 66, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On page 66, line 17, increase the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 66, line 18, increase the amount by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On page 66, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 66, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On page 66, line 24, increase the amount by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On page 66, line 25, increase the amount by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On page 67, line , decrease the amount by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On page 67, line , decrease the amount by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On page 67, line 6, increase the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 67, line 7, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On page 67, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 68, after line 12, add the following 
new paragraph: 

(3) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
Senate should waive all points of order that 
would preclude increasing non-defense spend
ing in any one fiscal year by up to $2 billion 
and, at the same time, decreasing defense 
spending in any one fiscal year by up to $2 
billion, from the levels of discretionary 
spending in this section. It is further the 
sense of the Senate that defense spending 
may not be reduced by more than a total of 
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$10 billion and non-defense spending may not 
be increased by more than a total of $10 bil
lion over the seven years of the resolution, 
from the levels of discretionary spending in 
this section. 

HARKIN (AND BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1126 

Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr. 
BUMPERS) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, Senate Con
current Resolution 13, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 12, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On page 12, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 12, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 12, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 12, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 12, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 12, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 12, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. . 

On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 
$6 ;200. 000 '000. 

On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 66, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 66, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$6,200,000,000. 

FEINGOLD (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1127 

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 

BUMPERS, Mr. KERREY, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. MURRAY, and 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 74, strike beginning with line 8 
through page 75, line 22. 

SNOWE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1128 

Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. ABRA
HAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BROWN, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. COHEN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
CHAFEE, and Mr. SIMPSON) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 26, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $100,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 4 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 19 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 27, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 18 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 28, decrease the amount on line 19 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 12 
by $900,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 13 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 20 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 31, increase the amount on line 21 
by $800,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 3 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 4 
by $900,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 11 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 12 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 19 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 32, increase the amount on line 20 
by $1,100,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the amount on line 2 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the amount on line 3 
by $1,100,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the amount on line 10 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 33, increase the amount on line 11 
by $1,100,000,000. 

On page 48, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 48, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $300,000,000. 

On page '48, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 48, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $100,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $200,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 13 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 14 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 49, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 50, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 50, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $300,000,000. 

On page 54, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $400,000,000. 

On page 54, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $400,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 16 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 23 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 55, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 56, decrease the amount on line 5 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 56, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 56, decrease the amount on line 12 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 56, decrease the amount on line 13 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 64, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 64, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $4,300,000,000. 

On page 64, decrease the amount on line 11 
by $6,500,000,000. 

On page 65, decrease the amount on line 17 
by $900,000,000. 

On page 65, decrease the amount on line 18 
by $500,000,000. 

On page 65, decrease the amount on line 24 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 65, decrease the amount on line 25 
by $800,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 6 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 7 
by $900,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 13 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 14 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 20 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 66, decrease the amount on line 21 
by $1,100,000,000. 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 2 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 3 
by $1,100,000,000. 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 9 
by $1,000,000,000. 

On page 67, decrease the amount on line 10 
by $1,100,000,000. 

STEVENS (AND DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1129 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr. 
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS the concurrent resolution Senate Con

current Resolution 13, supra; as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place in Title III of the 
resolution insert the following new section: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

FULL FUNDING FOR DECADE OF THE 
BRAIN RESEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) long term health care costs associated 

with diseases and disorders of the brain have 
a substantial impact on federal expenditures 
for Medicaid and Medicare, and on the earn
ing potential of the Nation; 

(2) to highlight the impact of brain dis
eases and disorders on the economy and well 
being of the Nation the Congress has de
clared the 1990's the Decade of the Brain; 

(3) meaningful research has been initiated 
as part of the Decade of the Brain; 

( 4) if fully funded this research could pro
vide important new medical breakthroughs; 
and 

(5) these breakthroughs could result in a 
significant reduction in costs to the Federal 
Government. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-lt is the sense 
of the Congress that in furtherance of the 
goals of the Decade of the Brain the appro
priate committees should seek to ensure 
that full funding is provided for research on 
brain diseases and disorders in each of the 
fiscal years to which this resolution applies. 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1130 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, Senate Con
current Resolution 13, supra; as fol
lows: 

Strike line 7 on page 76 through line 12 on 
page 77. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
COMMI'ITEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration will meet in 
SR-301, Russell Senate Office Building, 
on Thursday, May 25, 1995, at 9:30 a.m., 
to receive testimony on the reauthor
ization of the Federal Election Com
mission. 

For further information concerning 
this hearing, please contact Mark 
Mackie of the committee staff on 224-
3448. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMI'ITEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Tuesday, May 
23, 1995, at 9:30 a.m., in SR-332. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit-

tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be allowed to meet during 
the Tuesday, May 23, 1995, session of 
the Senate for the purpose of conduct
ing an oversight hearing on NASA's 
Space Station program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMI'ITEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, May 23, 1995, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMI'ITEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAffiS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Tuesday, May 23, 1995, at 11 
a.m. for a nomination hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMI'ITEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Tuesday, May 23, at 2:30p.m. 
for a nomination hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMI'ITEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet for a hearing on the 
oversight of the EEOC, during the ses
sion of the Senate on Tuesday, May 23, 
1995, at 9 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, May 23, 1995, 
for purposes of conducting a sub
committee hearing which is scheduled 
to begin at 9:30a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON PARKS, lllSTORIC 
PRESERVATION AND RECREATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Parks, Historic Preser
vation and Recreation of the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be granted permission to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
May 23, 1995, for purposes of conducting 
a subcommittee hearing which is 
scheduled to begin at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUPPORT OF S. 507 
• Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
S. 507, the False Identification Act of 
1995, and I wish to congratulate the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
for offering this important piece of leg
islation. S. 507 makes it a crime to 
transport through the mails false driv
ers licenses and other forms of ID to 
minors and lowers the number of false 
forms of ID necessary to trigger crimi
nal liability from 5 to 3. And what do 
children do with phony drivers li
censes? They purchase beer and liquor, 
gain admittance to bars and taverns, 
and purchase pornographic materials. 
A lot has been said recently about the 
need to protect our children from grow
ing up too fast. S. 507 is an important 
step in that direction, by striking at 
unscrupulous, profiteering adults who 
provide children with the means of ob
taining liquor and pornography. 

Let me be clear on one fact about 
this legislation and the illicit sale of 
false identification which is not men
tioned in the body of S. 507. The dis
tribution of false ID cards directly in
volves interstate commerce, Mr. Presi
dent. 

I ask that a copy of advertisements, 
from the National Examiner be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
MISCELLANEOUS 

I.D. CARDS $10 

Professional high quality equipment, ex
pert settings, lamination. Outsmarts com
petition. Money back guarantee. 

PHOTO ID $8.00 

Professionally Laminated Processed with 
Drivers License Equipment. Avoid Cheap 
Imitations and Embarrassment. Free Blank 
Birth Certificate not a Government docu
ment. Cash MO Fastest Service Guaranteed, 
Two $15.00 Photo Complete Description. 

BLANK CERTIFICATES 
Birth, Baptismal, Highschool, College, 

Marriage, Divorce, Awards, Wills. Guaran
teed Realistic, Parchment Paper Embossed 
Gold Seals. U.S. Canada. All Or Any Eight 
$12.00 Cash, M.O. Same Day Service, Not 
Government Document. 

PHOTO 1D $8.00 

Professionally Laminated Processed with 
Drivers License Equipment. Avoid Cheap 
Imitations and Embarrassment. Free Blank 
Birth Certificate not a Government docu
ment. Cash MO Fastest Service Guaranteed, 
Two $15.00 Photo Complete Description. 

BLANK CERTIFICATES 
Birth, Baptismal, Highschool, College, 

Marriage, Divorce, Awards, Wills. Guaran
teed Realistic. Parchment Paper Embossed 
Gold Seals. U.S. Canada. All Or Any Eight 
$12.00 Cash, M.O. Same Day Service, Not 
Government Document. 

"PHONY" DRIVER'S LICENSES! 
Free Information 
Mr. GRASSLEY. This publication, 

which is openly available at super
markets and convenience stores across 



May 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 14135 
the country, contains advertisements 
for-in the words of one of the adver
tisements--phony drivers licenses. 

Mr. President, I submit that there is 
no socially redeeming use for phony 
drivers licenses. Indeed, the only con
ceivable use of such documents is to 
subvert State and Federal law. And as 
the Supreme Court recently reaffirmed 
in United States verses Lopez, on page 
9 of the slip opinion, "The power of 
Congress to keep the channels of inter
state commerce free from immoral and 
injurious uses has been frequently sus
tained, and it is no longer open toques
tion." Simply put, Mr. President, S. 507 
helps to ensure that interstate com
merce will not be used to further im
moral activities, like providing chil
dren with phony drivers licenses so 
that they can purchase liquor and beer 
illegally. That is why I am pleased to 
support S. 507. 

From the beginning of our country, 
States have prohibited the sale of liq
uor to children. S. 507 helps those 
States by providing Federal help to 
combat what is essentially a Federal 
problem-the interstate transfer of 
false forms of ID to children. I urge my 
colleagues to support S. 507 .• 

THE DEATH OF LES ASPIN 
• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this 
morning's Washington Post carried a 
fine editorial describing the long and 
distinguished public career of the Hon
orable Les Aspin, the former Secretary 
of Defense and our former colleague. 
The editorial observed that Secretary 
Aspin "was above all a man engaged in 
the most important, high-stakes issues 
of his time." 

Having read this excellent account of 
Les Aspin's three decades of service to 
his country, I do not know what more 
I could say about my friend. I would 
accordingly ask that the editorial from 
today's Washington Post be printed in 
the RECORD, and I urge every Senator 
to read it. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Washington Post, May 23, 1995] 

LES ASPIN 

We are trying to recall a moment in the 
past several decades when someone or 
other-or this political group or that party 
wing or the other lobby-wasn't mad at Les 
Aspin. And we come up empty. That is be
cause the former defense secretary and 
chairman of the House Armed Services Com
mittee, who died of a stroke at the age of 56 
on Sunday, was above all a man engaged in 
the most important, high-stakes issues of his 
time. From his days as a college academic 
star and then a Defense Department whiz 
kid, as an internal government Vietnam War 
critic, a teacher and, for 22 years, a member 
of Congress from Wisconsin, Les Aspin never 
lost either his capacity to master the most 
complicated issues of public policy or his 
frankly kid-like, ebullient enthusiasm for 
trying to resolve them. He was also a politi
cian, and generally a pretty successful one. 

Some of the problems Mr. Aspin had, espe
cially on the Hill, were the all but inevitable 

lot of anyone trying to navigate the shoals 
of military defense policy in a (then) major
ity Democratic Party that was bitterly and 
irreconcilably divided between hawks and 
doves; unsurprisingly, his maneuverings as 
chairman of Armed Services frequently infu
riated one or the other side, especially in the 
unending struggle over developing weapons 
systems. His own inclinations evolved from 
the more dovish to the more hawkish over 
the years. As Bill Clinton's first defense sec
retary, Mr. Aspin had the equally challeng
ing job of trying to reconcile Pentagon 
thinking with Democratic Party thinking in 
the matter of Mr. Clinton's proposals for al
tering the status of gays in the military. His 
most notable accomplishment as secretary 
was the review of Pentagon budgeting and 
procurement procedures that he worked up 
in his 11 months there. His most notable pub
lic stand was that taken-rightly, in our 
view-in support of President Bush's policy 
on Kuwait at a time when so many other 
Democratic Party leaders in Congress were 
in doubt or in flight. 

Mr. Aspin was humiliated by being pushed 
out of the Defense Department by Mr. Clin
ton and the other rivalrous members of Mr. 
Clinton's national security team. But the 
thing about the former defense secretary was 
that he couldn't stay humiliated or give vent 
to personal bitterness over such things. He 
came back to serve as head of the Clinton ad
visory group reviewing national intelligence. 
The faults for which Mr. Aspin was allegedly 
fired-imprecision, inability to manage the 
huge defense establishment and slowness in 
coming to clear-cut action decisions--were 
presumably real. Such defects would cer
tainly go with the general makeup of the 
man: intellectually restless, always turning 
the thing over and over in his mind, more 
given to trying to imagine and grasp all the 
aspects of a problem than to measuring or 
indexing them. We can understand how this 
came to grief for Mr. Aspin in the Clinton 
administration. But you need only read the 
recently published confessional book by Mr. 
Aspin's predecessor and onetime employer, 
Robert McNamara, to understand, as well, 
that an opposite, superefficient turn of mind 

·is not exactly the key to defense policy sal
vation. Maybe Les Aspin was the wrong man 
for his months in the Clinton Cabinet. The 
same cannot in any respect be said of his 
roughly three decades of productive public 
service.• 

TRIBUTE TO DICK COMBS 
• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to mourn the death of a 
close friend, Mr. Dick Combs. Dick died · 
last Wednesday from complications 
after heart surgery. 

Over the years, he touched the lives 
of many people in northern Kentucky. 
Dick was a very special man, but one 
thing in particular made him one of a 
kind. It was his trademark green comb. 
Everytime he introduced himself to 
someone he would hand them a green 
pocket comb with his name on it. 
There's probably not a person in north
ern Kentucky that hasn't combed his 
or her hair with a comb from Dick. But 
this wasn't his only trademark, he was 
also seen nearly everyday driving 
around town in his 1968 red convertible 
Ford Mustang, smiling and waving to 
everyone he passed. And who could for-

get his old fishing hat, an item he 
would never leave the house without. 

The World War II veteran was elected 
Kenton County commissioner in 1984, a 
victory that is in the record books and 
the subject of political trivia questions 
across the Bluegrass State. Dick was 
the first Republican in 75 years to win 
a seat on the fiscal court. He also 
served as a member of the Kenton 
County GOP executive committee, the 
Northern Kentucky Area Planning 
Commission, the Boone-Kenton Cable 
TV Board, and he was a founding mem
ber of the Northern Kentucky Salva
tion Army Advisory Board. · 

With all his political activities you 
would think that Dick wouldn't have 
time for anything else. But that wasn't 
the case, he always found time for his 
true loves: his family and his commu
nity. 

He kept busy in the community by 
getting involved in the Fort Mitchell 
Kiwanis and Optimist clubs, the North
ern Kentucky Chamber of Commerce, 
and the American Animal Association. 
His care and support for stray animals 
was even recognized by the animal 
rights community, who endorsed his 
candidacy. Dick would go out of his 
way to help his animal friends. He 
would even go as far as leaving his ga
rage door open at night so any stray 
animal could have a safe haven from 
the elements. 

Dick was also a deacon at Fort 
Mitchell Baptist Church for more than 
35 years. There wasn't a Sunday that 
went by that Dick wasn't standing out
side the church greeting every parish
ioner that walked through the doors. 
To some it may have seemed like a 
small gesture, but to churchgoers it 
wasn't a Sunday without seeing his 
smiling face. His absence at church last 
Sunday was felt by members young and 
old, including a young boy who cried 
when he didn't see Dick at the church's 
door. 

Mr. President, I ask you to join me in 
extending my heartfelt sympathy and 
prayers to his family and to all those 
whose lives he touched. Dick, will be 
missed.• 

THE 40TH ANNUAL DETAILED FI
NANCIAL REPORT OF SENATOR 
PAUL SIMON 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it has 
been my practice in each of the 40 
years I have spent in public life to vol
unteer a detailed accounting of my fi
nances. 

I ask that my financial report for 
1994 be printed in the RECORD. 

The financial report and related an
nouncement follow: 

ANNOUNCEMENT 
For the 40th consecutive year that he has 

held pub~ic office, U.S. Senator Paul Simon, 
D-111., has released a detailed description of 
his income, assets and liabilities. 

Simon has been making the voluntary an
nual statements longer than any other na
tional officeholder. Simon set his policy 
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when he left the newspaper publishing busi
ness he had established to enter public serv
ice during his eight years in the Illinois 
House of Representatives, six years in the Il
linois Senate, four years as lieutenant gov
ernor, 10 years in the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives and now 10 years in the U.S. 
Senate. The listing predates disclosure re
quirements of state and federal law and con
tinues to exceed those requirements. Senate 
rules today require only the listing of in
come within broad brackets. SIMON'S prac
tice also has set the standard for many of
ficeholders in Illinois. 

Simon also continues to exceed Senate re
quirements by listing detailed income for his 
wife, Jeanne. 

The Illinois senator lists 1994 income for 
himself and Jeanne Simon totaling $206,287. 
The figure includes PAUL SIMON's Senate sal
ary, Jeanne Simon's per diem compensation 
as chair of the National Commission on Li
brary and Information Science, and reim
bursements to Paul and Jeanne Simon for 
travel and other expenses. 

The Simons had assets of $514,579.79 and li
abilities of $124,667.44 for a net worth of 
$389,912.35. Earlier disclosures have shown 
SIMON to be one of the least wealthy mem
bers of the United States Senate. 

The detailed 1994 financial report of Sen
ator Paul Simon follows: 
Income Statement of Paul and Jeanne Simon-

1994 
General income (Paul 

Simon): 
Salary, U.S. Senate ....... . 
State of Illinois, General 

Assembly System ....... . 
Book Royalties .............. . 
U.S. Senate, Expense Re-

imbursement ............. . . 
Paul Simon Official Of

fice Account, Expense 
Reimbursement .......... . 

Earnings, IRA .. ..... ..... .... . 
Dana College, Meal Re-

fund .......................... , .. 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield, 

Insurance Reimburse-
ment ..... .. ....... .... ..... .. .. . 

Vermont Ties, Refund ... . 
Critic's Choice Video, 

Refund ........................ . 
Sale, 1983 Mustang ......... . 

General income (Jeanne 
Simon): 

Salary, Emeritus Foun-
dation ... ....... .. ...... .. .. ... . 

Social Security, (En
tirely donated to chari-
table causes) ............... . 

U.S. Department of Edu
cation, (National Com-
mission on Libraries 
and Information 
Science ... .. .......... ...... .. . 

Distribution from IRA ... . 
Earnings, IRA ... .... ... ...... . 
Simon for Senate, Ex-

pense Reimbursement 
U.S. Government, Travel 

Expense Reimburse-
ment ....... ... ................. . 

Nevada Library Associa
tion, Travel Expense 
Reimbursement ........ .. . 

American Library Asso
ciation, Travel Expense 
Reimbursement .......... . 

American Library Asso
ciation, Expense Reim-
bursement .................. . 

Southwest Library Asso
ciation, Expense Reim-
bursement ........... ...... . . 

$133,870.00 

21,632.64 
10,315.31 

320.80 

209.55 
1,011.99 

47.50 

546.84 
12.00 

4.99 
1,500.00 

4,540.55 

5,154.00 

16,202.88 
800.00 
532.03 

74.58 

5,027.34 

340.00 

264.00 

103.00 

367.32 

Paula Swift, Luncheon 
Reimbursement .......... . 

Medicare, Reimburse-
ment ........................... . 

Delta Kappa Gamma, 
Speech-Donated to 
N eval Thomas School .. 

Medical Care, Reim-
bursement .................. . 

Interest income: 
U.S. Senate Federal 

Credit Union ... .......... .. . 
General American Life .. . 
Polich National Alliance 

ofU.S.A ....... .. ............. . 
South Shore Bank of Chi-

cago ............................ . 
Dividends: 

Adams Express .............. . 
General Mills .. ... ............ . 
Union One ...................... . 
Mat tel Inc De ................ . 
McDonalds Corp ............ . 
Quaker Oats .................. . 
Scott Paper Co. . ............ . 
Dreyfus Growth & In-

come Fund .................. . 
Dreyfus Municipal Bond 

Fund, ($116.49, Re-
ported-$1,220.21 Ex-
empt) .......................... . 

Franklin Money Fund ... . 
Wal-Mart Stores ............ . 
Pacific Gas & Electric ... . 
Pax World Fund ........ ..... . 
Texas Instruments ..... .. . . 
General Cinema Corp ..... . 
Harcourt General, Inc. . .. 
Scudder Service Corp. . ... 
Smith Barney Daily Div-

idend Funds Inc., Cash 
Portfolio ..................... . 

Smith Barney Money 
Funds Inc ....... ............. . 

15.00 

91.72 

100.00 

35.00 

149.81 
206.85 

43.73 

29.48 

644.14 
63.45 

.53 
5.70 
3.00 
6.52 
6.40 

121.31 

1,336.69 
209.72 
15.36 

131.92 
89.90 
10.32 
23.98 
4.27 

48.92 

14.77 

1.19 

Total income ............... 206,287.00 
Paul and Jeanne Simon-Net worth statement, 

December 31, 1994 
General assets: 

First Bank of 
Carbondale, Checking 
Account ... .... .. .... .... ..... . 

Credit Union, Rantoul ... . 
U.S. Senate Federal 

Credit Union, Checking 
Account ...................... . 

U.S. Senate Federal 
Credit Union, Savings 
Account ...................... . 

South Shore Bank of Chi
cago, Savings Account 

Loan, Senator Paul 
Simon Official Office 
Account ...................... . 

U.S. Savings Bonds ........ . 
Deposit, Harbour Square 

Apartments .... ... ... ...... . 
General American Life 

Insurance, Cash Value 
and Deposit .. ...... .. ...... . 

Polish National Alliance 
Insurance, Cash Value 
and Deposit ................ . 

Congressional Retire-
ment System, Cash 
Value ........ ... .. ............. . 

Thrift Savings Plan ....... . 
11.8 Acres & Home, 

Makanda, IL., (Ap-
praised 1987 at 
$204,000)-Plus Im-
provements .. .. ... .......... . 

Furniture and Presi
dential Autograph Col-
lection ........................ . 

$210.93 
27.22 

1,794.01 

150.13 

1,082.41 

100.00 
1,838.00 

50.00 

10,099.51 

3,751.58 

88,104.78 
31,635.10 

235,350.00 

18,000.00 

1991 Chevrolet ................ . 
1995 GEO Prism ........ ..... . . 

Stock and Bond holdings 
with number of shares: 

Cash and Smith Barney 
Money Fund, Inc. . ...... . 

Adams Express Co., 
Maryland 440 Shares .... 

Bethlehem Steel, 5 
Shares ........................ . 

Dreyfus Municipal Bond 
Fund, 1,650 Shares .. .. .. . 

Dreyfus Growth & In
come, 246.804 Shares .... 

Franklin Fund, 1,137.165 
Shares ......................... . 

General Mills, Inc., 45 
Shares ......................... . 

Harcourt General, Inc., 7 
Shares ....... .............. .... . 

Intergroup, Inc., 25 
Shares .. .............. ......... . 

Jet-Lite, 120 (Approxi-
mate) ... .. ..... ................ . 

Lands End Inc., 44 Shares 
Liberte Inves., 100 Shares 
Mat tel, Inc .• 25 Shares ... . 
McDonalds, 25 Shares ... . . 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 

268 Shares ................ ... . 
Pax World Fund, 179.813 

Shares .. .... .. ....... .......... . 
Quaker Oats Co.. 8 

Shares .. .... .. .............. ... . 
Rohr Industries, Inc., 6 

Shares ......................... . 
Scott Paper Co., 8 Shares 
Scudder Growth & In

come Fund, 68.246 
Shares ... ..... .... ............. . 

Texas Instruments, 12 
Shares .. .. .. ............... .... . 

United M & M, Inc., 8 
Shares ......................... . 

Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 96 
Shares ......................... . 

IRA-Paul 
Common Stock: 

Smith Barney Money 
Funds Inc. Govern-
ment Portfolio ......... . 

Smith Barney Utilities 
Fund ........................ . 

Adams Express Co. 
Maryland, 676 .......... . 

Lands End, 34 ........... ... . 
Mattei Inc. De., 88 .. .... . 
Pacific Enterprises, 56 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 

40 ....... ...................... . 
Pepsico Inc-North 

Carolina, 32 .............. . 
Price Enterprises, 51 ... . 
Quaker Oats Co., 284 ... . 
Sara Lee Corp., 20 ..... .. . 
Servicemaster Ltd 

Partnership Pub 
Partnership Shs .. 27 .. 

Southwest Water Co. 
De., 86 ...................... . 

Southwestern Energy 
Co., 48 ..... .. ....... ..... ... . 

Tootsie Roll Industries, 
22 ............................. . 

Preferred Stock: 
McDonalds Corp Depos

itory Shares, 18 
Shares ...................... . 

Total ........................ . 

IRA-Jeanne 
Smith Barney Money 

Funds, Inc. Govern-
ment Portfolio ............ . 

9,000.00 
14,478.87 

1,773.26 

6,875.00 

90.00 

19,189.50 

3,857.55 

1,137.16 

2,570.63 

246.75 

662.50 

300.00 
605.00 
175.00 
628.13 
731.25 

6,532.50 

2,407.70 

246.00 

62.25 
553.00 

1,110.30 

898.50 

1.75 

2,040.00 

416.16 

1,187.54 

10,562.50 
467.50 

2,211.00 
1,190.00 

975.00 

1,160.00 
656.63 

8,733.00 
505.00 

658.13 

731.00 

714.00 

1,353.00 

438.75 

31,959.21 

137.75 
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Smith Barney Utilities 

Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . 848.43 
Adams Express Co. Mary-

land, 657 . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,265.63 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 40 975.00 
Pepsico Inc. North Caro-

lina, 42 . .... .. .. .. .......... .. . . 1,522.50 
Sara Lee Corp., 20 ........... ______ 50_5_.0_0 

Total . . ... . . .. . . . ... . .. . .. ... . 14,254.31 
====== 

Total assets .......... ... . 514,579.79 
====== 

Liabilities: 
Polish . National Insur-

ance, Loan .. ... ............. . 
General American Insur-

1,584.48 

3,021.15 

117,515.06 

ance, Loan .................. . 
LaSalle Talman Home 

Mortgage Corp ............ . 
U.S. Senate Federal 

Credit Union, Signa-
ture Loan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,546. 75 

-------
Total liabilities ....... . 124,667.44 

Total assets .............. 514,579.79 
Total liabilities ........ 124,667.44 

-------
Net worth ................. 389,912.35 

====== 
GIFTS, RECEIVED OF MORE THAN $25.00 VALUE, 

OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE FAMILY 1 

Book from "B" Rappaport-$25.00; 
Bow ties from William H. Zarafonetis

Value under $250.00; 
Charles Adams book from Senator Connie 

Mack-$29.95; 
Book from the Commercial Club of Chi

cago--Value under $250.00; 
Book, Sarajevo, from Warner Books

$29.95; 
Wall Clock from Chicago Lighthouse for 

the Blind-Value under $250.00; 
Fruit from Larry Goodman-Value under 

$250.00; 
Hugo Black biography from Neil Bluhm 

and Wayne Whalen-Value under $250.00; 
Food Items from RJR Nabisco--Value 

under $250.00; 
Glass Art Object from Larry Goodman

Value under $250.00; 
Food Samples from Quaker Oats and the 

National Food Processors Association
Value under $250.00; 

Flowers from Phil Corboy and Mary 
Dempsey-Value under $250.00; 

1836 Newspaper, The Sangamo Journal of 
Springfield from Stan Glass-Value under 
$250.00; 

Book from the Embassy of Morocco--Value 
under $100.00; 

Book on Indonesia from the Indonesian 
Forestry Community-Value under $100.00; 

Table cloth from the President of Benin
Value under $100.00; 

Artwork from the Foreign Minister of 
Vietnam-Value under $100.00; 

Landscape painting from the Government 
of Mongolia (Waiver granted, see attached 
letter from U.S. Senate Select Committee on 
Ethics.}--$175.00. 

1 The law requires disclosure only of gifts of $250.00 
and over. Paul Simon's statement includes all non
family gifts of more than $25.00, whatever the 
source. 

The law prohibits members of the Senate from ac
cepting gifts of more than $100 from foreign govern
ments or officials. 

U.S. SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS, 

Washington, DC, March 6, 1995. 
Hon. PAUL SIMON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SIMON: This is in response 
to a report which you filed with this Com-

mittee concerning your receipt of a land
scape painting valued at $150-$175, from the 
Government of Mongolia. 

In your report you request that the Select 
Committee, as the designated agency for 
Members, officers, and employees of the Sen
ate for purposes of the Foreign Gifts and 
Decorations Act, approve the deposit of the 
gift with the Secretary of the Senate for offi
cial use, as provided by Section 7342(c)(2)(B) 
of the Act. It is our understanding that the 
painting will be displayed in your office dur
ing the period of official use. 

The Committee approves your request that 
the gift be deposited with the Secretary of 
the Senate for official use, and further ap
proves your request that the official use of 
this gift shall be its display and use in your 
Senate office. Because this gift remains the 
property of the United States, you must ad
vise this Committee and the office of the 
Secretary of the Senate of any proposed 
change in the use or location of the gift. 

The Foreign Gifts and Decorations Act re
quires that the painting be returned to the 
Secretary of the Senate within thirty days 
after terminating the approved "official 
use". The Act also requires that the "official 
use" will be deemed to have been terminated 
upon your leaving the Senate, or upon the 
use of the gift for a purpose other than that 
specifically approved by this Committee. 

Sincerely, 
VICTOR BAIRD, 

Staff Director and Chief Counsel.• 

MORGAN VILLAGE 
SCHOOL STUDENTS 
WASHINGTON, DC 

MIDDLE 
VISIT TO 

• Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. President, 
on Friday, May 19, 1995, a group of stu
dents from Camden, NJ, visited Wash
ington, DC, to learn about their Gov
ernment in our Nation's capital. Ap
proximately 100 of my constituents, 
from Morgan Village Middle School, 
traveled from my home State of New 
Jersey and met with representatives 
from my office and other agencies. Un
fortunately, only half of this group was 
able to visit the U.S. Senate gallery to 
personally witness a historic vote and 
observe the procedures of the Senate. 

I regret that I was unable to meet 
with these future leaders myself, and I 
very much regret some of them could 
not get into the Senate gallery. I en
courage all of them to continue pursu
ing their interest in government and 
politics, for their involvement will de
termine the future of our country. I am 
gratified to know that young people 
are learning about the important is
sues facing our country and the world 
today. They should be commended for 
their concern about the impact today's 
legislation will have on the future. We 
must all recognize that the views and 
concerns of our youth are of the ut
most importance, and I hope they will 
continue to share them with their 
elected representatives as they grow 
older.• 

IN HONOR OF RICHARD S. LUM, 
RETffiiNG PROFESSOR OF MUSIC, 
EMERITUS, AT THE UNIVERSITY 
OF HAWAII 

• Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, it is a 
pleasure and a privilege for me to rise 
today on the floor of the Senate to 
honor my dear friend and college class
mate, Prof. Richard "Dick" S. Lum, on 
his retirement from the University of 
Hawaii after a lifetime of dedicated 
service to the students and people of 
Hawaii. He retires after a distinguished 
25-year tenure as director of bands at 
the university and professor of music, 
emeritus. 

Professor Lum's contribution to con
cert and band music has brought him 
many well-deserved accolades and hon
ors. In the span of his long musical ca
reer, he has earned and garnered more 
a wards and has been recognized by 
more organizations than any other per
son I can think of. Mahalo, Dick, for 
your complete commitment to music. 

Professor Lum has been rightfully 
credited for building our State's con
cert and marching bands into nation
ally recognized organizations. He laid 
the foundation for the McKinley High 
School Band to gain national promi
nence and is the person primarily re
sponsible for the growth of band pro
grams in Hawaii. His vision, hard work, 
and grooming of young band directors 
made possible the tremendous growth 
of the many fine programs that exist 
today. 

Dick served as president of the Ha
waii Music Educators Association and 
is the founder and past president of the 
Oahu Band Directors Association. He 
was also State chairman of the College 
Band Directors ~tional Association 
and the National Band Association. He 
has guest conducted the United States 
of America Armed Services Bicenten
nial Band from Ft. Meade, MD, the 
University of Tennessee Band, the Ari
zona State University Band, and other 
outstanding university bands. In 1971, 
Richard was in vi ted to membership in 
the American Bandmasters Associa
tion, and in 1973, was inducted into the 
prestigious Phi Beta Mu as honorary 
national member. In 1978, he was se
lected by the School Musician Maga
zine as one of the outstanding conduc
tors in the United States and Canada 
for the school year 1974-75. In 1979, he 
was selected by the All-American mag
azine as Band Director of the Year. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me, his family, friends, and peers 
in honoring Prof. Richard S. Lum for 
this outstanding contribution to music 
in our State and country. Mahalo, 
Dick, for everything you have done for 
music in your lifetime, and your excel
lence in service. Thank you for a job 
well-done and may God's blessing be 
with you and your family .• 
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RELIGION IN SCHOOLS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on May 17 
the Christian Coalition announced its 
"Contract With the American Family," 
a cornerstone of which is a constitu
tional amendment to allow "communal 
prayer in public places, such as 
schools, high school graduation cere
monies, and courthouses.'' 

The coalition's "communal prayer" 
proposal will surely provide the basis 
for some spirited debate in Congress in 
the upcoming months. Before this de
bate begins, however, I think it is .cru
cial for people on both sides of these is
sues to understand fully the current 
state of the law regarding prayer in 
schools and other public places. Only 
by understanding what is and is notal
lowed under current Supreme Court 
cases involving the Constitution's reli
gion clauses and under other laws re
garding religion can we intelligently 
determine whether the proposed 
changes to these laws make sense. 

In the hopes of beginning this edu
cational process, I will ask to have 
printed in the RECORD a short report 
entitled "Religion in the Public 
Schools: A Joint Statement of Current 
Law." This publication, prepared with 
the endorsements of 35 organizations, 
sets forth in a detailed and clear way 
the state of the law regarding numer
ous religion/school issues: from the 
question of what types of student pray
er are constitutionally protected, to 
the question of whether students may 
be exempted from wearing particular 
types of gym clothing that they regard, 
on religious grounds, as immodest. 

As the preface to this report states: 
"On some of the issues discussed in 
this summary, some of the organiza
tions, have urged the courts to reach 
positions different than they did." 
However, the 35 organizations that 
have issued this report agree that the 
statements on the law included in the 
report provide an accurate overview of 
the law regarding religion in schools. 
Given this agreement, the report pro
vides a valuable service to those of us 
striving to understand these important 
and highly charged issues. 

At the outset of the debate, I have 
heard a lot about how our courts have 
kept and continue to keep religion out 
of our schools. It is my hope that this 
report will help demonstrate that the 
relationship between religion and edu
cation is in fact a far more complex 
one that cannot be described in abso
lute terms. Religion and education co
exist today in a delicate balance, and if 
we choose to disrupt this balance, we 
should understand exactly what we are 
doing. This report is an important step 
in the direction of understanding, and I 
urge each of my colleagues to devote 
some time to it in the upcoming weeks. 

I ask that the report be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The report follows: 

RELIGION IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: A JOINT 
STATEMENT OF CURRENT LAW, APRIL 1995 

The Constitution permits much private re
ligious activity in and about the public 
schools. Unfortunately, this aspect of con
stitutional law is not as well known as it 
should be. Some say that the Supreme Court 
has declared the public schools "religion-free 
zones" or that the law is so murky that 
school officials cannot know what is legally 
permissible. The former claim is simply 
wrong. And as to the latter, while there are 
some difficult issues, much has been settled. 
It is also unfortunately true that public 
school officials, due to their busy schedules, 
may not be as fully aware of this body of law 
as they could be. As a result, in some school 
districts some of these rights are not being 
observed. 

The organizations whose names appear 
below span the ideological, religious and po
litical spectrum. They nevertheless share a 
commitment both to the freedom of religious 
practice and to the separation of church and 
state such freedom requires. In that spirit, 
we offer this statement of consensus on cur
rent law as an aid to parents, educators and 
students. 

Many of the organizations listed below are 
actively involved in litigation about religion 
in the schools. On some of the issues dis
cussed in this summary, some of the organi
zations have urged the courts to reach posi
tions different than they did. Though there 
are signatories on both sides which have and 
will press for different constitutional treat
ments of some of the topics discussed below, 
they all agree that the following is an accu
rate statement of what the law currently is. 

STUDENT PRAYERS 

1. Students have the right to pray individ
ually or in groups or to discuss their reli
gious views with their peers so long as they 
are not disruptive. Because the Establish
ment Clause does not apply to purely private 
speech, students enjoy the right to read their 
bibles or other scriptures, say grace before 
meals, pray before tests, and discuss religion 
with other willing student listeners. In the 
classroom students have the right to pray 
quietly except when required to be actively 
engaged in school activities (e.g., students 
may not decide to pray just as a teacher 
calls on them). In informal settings, such as 
the cafeteria or in the halls, students may 
pray either audibly or silently, subject to 
the same rules of order as apply to other 
speech in these locations. However, the right 
to engage in voluntary prayer does not in
clude, for example, the right to have a cap
tive audience listen or to compel other stu
dents to participate. 

GRADUATION PRAYER AND BACCALAUREATES 

2. School officials may not mandate or or
ganize prayer at graduation, nor may they 
organize a religious baccalaureate ceremony. 
If the school generally rents out its facilities 
to private groups, it must rent them out on 
the same terms, and on a first-come first
served basis, to organizers of privately spon
sored religious baccalaureate services, pro
vided that the school does not extend pref
erential treatment to the baccalaureate 
ceremony and the school disclaims official 
endorsement of the program. 

3. The courts have reached conflicting con
clusions under the federal Constitution on 
student-initiated prayer at graduation. Until 
the issue is authoritively resolved, schools 
should ask their lawyers what rules apply in 
their area. 

OFFICIAL PARTICIPATION OR ENCOURAGEMENT 
OF RELIGIOUS ACTIVITY 

4. Teachers and school administrators, 
when acting in those capacities, are rep-

resentatives of the state, and, in those ca
pacities, are themselves prohibited from en
couraging or soliciting student religious or 
anti-religious activity. Similarly, when act
ing in their official capacities, teachers may 
not engage in religious activities with their 
students. However, teachers may engage in 
private religious activity in faculty lounges. 

TEACHING ABOUT RELIGION 

5. Students may be taught about religion, 
but public schools may not teach religion. As 
the U.S. Supreme Court has repeatedly said, 
"[i]t might well be said that one's education 
is not complete without a study of compara
tive religion, or the history of religion and 
its relationship to the advancement of civili
zation." It would be difficult to teach art, 
music, literature and most social studies 
without considering religious influences. 

The history of religion, comparative reli
gion, the Bible (or other scripture)-as-lit
eratu.::e (either as a separate course or within 
some other existing course), are all permis
sible public school subjects. It is both per
missible and desirable to teach objectively 
about the role of religion in the history of 
the United States and other countries. One 
can teach that the Pilgrims came to this 
country with a particular religious vision, 
that Catholics and others have been subject 
to persecution or that many of those partici
pating in the abolitionist, women's suffrage 
and civil rights movements had religious 
motivations. 

6. These same rules apply to the recurring 
controversy surrounding theories of evo
lution. Schools may teach about expla
nations of life on earth, including religious 
ones (such as "creationism"), in comparative 
religion or social studies classes. In science 
class, however, they may present only genu
inely scientific critiques of, or evidence for, 
any explanation of life on earth, but not reli
gious critiques (beliefs unverifiable by sci
entific methodology). Schools may not 
refuse to teach evolutionary theory in order 
to avoid giving offense to religion nor may 
they circumvent these rules by labeling as 
science an article of religious faith. Public 
schools must not teach as scientific fact or 
theory any religious doctrine, including 
"creationism," although any genuinely sci
entific evidence for or against any expla
nation of life may be taught. Just as they 
may neither advance nor inhibit any reli
gious doctrine, teachers should not ridicule, 
for example, a student's religious expla
nation for life on earth. 

STUDENT ASSIGNMENTS AND RELIGION 

7. Students may express their religious be
liefs in the form of reports, homework and 
artwork, and such expressions are constitu
tionally protected. Teachers may not reject 
or correct such submissions simply because 
they include a religious symbol or address 
religious themes. Likewise, teachers may 
not require students to modify, include or 
excise religious views in their assignments, 
if germane. These assignments should be 
judged by ordinary academic standards of 
substance, relevance, appearance and gram
mar. 

8. Somewhat more problematic from a 
legal point of view are other public expres
sions of religious views in the classroom. Un
fortunately for school officials, there are 
traps on either side of this issue, and it is 
possible that litigation will result no matter 
what course is taken. It is easier to describe 
the settled cases than to state clear rules of 
law. Schools must carefully steer between 
the claims of student speakers who assert a 
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right to express themselves on religious sub
jects and the asserted rights of student lis
teners to be free of unwelcome religious per
suasion in a public school classroom. 

a. Religious or anti-religious remarks 
made in the ordinary course of classroom 
discussion or student presentations are per
missible and constitute a protected right. If 
in a sex education class a student remarks 
that abortion should be illegal because God 
has prohibited it, a teacher should not si
lence the remark, ridicule it, rule it out of 
bounds or endorse it, any more than a teach
er may silence a student's religiously-based 
comment in favor of choice. 

b. If a class assignment calls for an oral 
presentation on a subject of the student's 
choosing, and, for example, the student re
sponds by conducting a religious service, the 
school has the right-as well as the duty-to 
prevent itself from being used as a church. 
Other students are not voluntarily in attend
ance and cannot be forced to become an un
willing congregation. 

c. Teachers may rule out-of-order religious 
remarks that are irrelevant to the subject at 
hand. In a discussion of Hamlet's sanity, for 
example, a student may not interject views 
on creationism. 

DISTRIBUTION OF RELIGIOUS LITERATURE 

9. Students have the right to distribute re
ligious literature to their schoolmates, sub
ject to those reasonable time, place, and 
manner or other constitutionally-acceptable 
restrictions imposed on the distribution of 
all non-school literature. Thus, a school may 
confine distribution of all literature to a par
ticular table at particular times. It may not 
single out religious literature for burden
some regulation. 

10. Outsiders may not be given access to 
the classroom to distribute religious or anti
religious literature. No court has yet consid
ered whether, if all other community groups 
are permitted to distribute literature in 
common areas of public schools, religious 
groups must be allowed to do so on equal 
terms subject to reasonable time, place and 
manner restrictions. 

"SEE YOU AT THE POLE" 

11. Student participation in before- or 
after-school events, such as "see you at the 
pole," is permissible. School officials, acting 
in an official capacity, may neither discour
age nor encourage participation in such an 
event. 

RELIGIOUS PERSUASION VERSUS RELIGIOUS 
HARASSMENT 

12. Students have the right to speak to, 
and attempt to persuade, their peers about 
religious topics just as they do with regard 
to political topics. But school officials 
should intercede to stop student religious 
speech if it turns into religious harassment 
aimed at a student or a small group of stu
dents. While it is constitutionally permis
sible for a student to approach another and 
issue an invitation to attend church, re
peated invitations in the face of a request to 
stop constitute harassment. Where this line 
is to be drawn in particular cases will depend 
on the age of the students and other cir
cumstances. 

EQUAL ACCESS ACT 

13. Student religious clubs in secondary 
schools must be permitted to meet and to 
have equal access to campus media to an
nounce their meetings, if a school receives 
federal funds and permits any student non
curricular club to meet during non-instruc
tional time. This is the command of the 
Equal Access Act. A non-curricular club is 

any club not related directly to a subject 
taught or soon-to-be taught in the school. 
Although schools have the right to ban all 
non-curriculum clubs, they may not dodge 
the law's requirement by the expedient of de
claring all clubs curriculum-related. On the 
other hand, teachers may not actively par
ticipate in club activities and "non-school 
persons" may not control or regularly at
tend club meeting. 

The Act's constitutionality has been 
upheld by the Supreme Court, rejecting 
claims that the Act violates the Establish
ment Clause. The Act's requirements are de
scribed in more detail in The Equal Access Act 
and the Public Schools: Questions and Answers 
on the Equal Access Act*, a pamphlet pub
lished by a broad spectrum of religious and 
civil liberties groups. 

RELIGIOUS HOLIDAYS 

14. Generally, public schools may teach 
about religious holidays, and may celebrate 
the secular aspects of the holiday and objec
tively teach about their religious aspects. 
They may not observe the holidays as reli
gious events. Schools should generally ex
cuse students who do not wish to participate 
in holiday events. Those interested in fur
ther details should see Religious Holidays in 
the Public Schools: Questions and Answers*, a 
pamphlet published by a broad spectrum of 
religious and civil liberties groups. 

EXCUSAL FROM RELIGIOUSLY-OBJECTIONABLE 
LESSONS 

15.Schools enjoy substantial discretion to 
excuse individual students from lessons 
which are objectionable to that student or to 
his or her parent on the basis of religion. 
Schools can exercise that authority in ways 
which would defuse many conflicts over cur
riculum content. If it is proved that particu
lar lessons substantially burden a student's 
free exercise of religion and if the school 
cannot prove a compelling interest in requir
ing attendance the school would be legally 
required to excuse the student. 

TEACHING VALUES 

16. Schools may teach civic virtues, includ
ing honesty, good citizenship, sportsman
ship, courage, respect for the rights and free
doms of others, respect for persons and their 
property, civility, the dual virtues of moral 
conviction and tolerance and hard work. 
Subject to whatever rights of excusal exist 
(see ~15 above) under the federal Constitution 
and state law, schools may teach sexual ab
stinence and contraception; whether and how 
schools teach these sensitive subjects is a 
matter of educational policy. However, these 
may not be taught as religious tenets. The 
mere fact that most, if not all, religions also 
teach these values does not make it unlawful 
to teach them. 

STUDENT GARB 

17. Religious messages on T-shirts and the 
like may not be singled out for suppression. 
Students may wear religious attire, such as 
yarmulkes and head scarves, and they may 
not ·be forced to wear gym clothes that they 
regard, on religious grounds, as immodest. 

RELEASED TIME 

18. Schools have the discretion to dismiss 
students to off-premises religious instruc
tion, provided that schools do not encourage 
or discourage participation or penalize those 
who do not attend. Schools may not allow 
religious instruction by outsiders on prem
ises during the school day .• 

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS AND 
DOMESTIC TERRORISM 

• Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
tragedy that took place on April 19 at 
the Federal building in Oklahoma City 
was an unspeakable horror. This was a 
cowardly and heinous act by deranged 
people whose obsessions led to the kill
ing of innocent men, women, and chil
dren. I want the people who per
petrated this act to be hunted down 
and to be appropriately, quickly, and 
harshly dealt with by our criminal jus
tice system. 

The tragic bombing at Oklahoma 
City has sparked a debate in our coun
try about how to prevent a tragedy of 
this type from occurring again. It is 
important to understand that in a free 
country it is virtually impossible to 
provide any ironclad protection against 
the violent acts of deranged people. 
But part of being free is the require
ment to ensure civil order. That is the 
job that we ask our law enforcement 
officials to do. 

The question we must now ask our
selves is how can we protect Americans 
without infringing on the liberties 
guaranteed by the Constitution. People 
have a constitutional right to criticize 
their government and the institutions 
of this Nation. This right not only ap
plies to people we like-our neighbors 
and our friends-it also applies to peo
ple we do not like and associations we 
do not care for. This right must be pre
served. 

The Oklahoma City bombing has also 
sparked a debate about militia groups 
in our country. People have every right 
to join organizations. However, I have 
heard some militia leaders say the Fed
eral Government is their a vowed 
enemy when they have been inter
viewed on television programs. Some of 
them talk in terms of violence and bat
tles. I think that is an unhealthy atti
tude and I think that thinking can lead 
to violence. 

I want to emphasize my commitment 
to preserving the fun dam en tal free
doms that are guaranteed to all Ameri
cans under our Constitution. But I also 
want to emphasize that I join those in 
our country who want to send a mes
sage to the people who cross the line 
between criticizing our government 
and advocating or resorting to violence 
or terrorism. There is no constitu
tional right to commit violence in our 
country. There is no constitutional 
right to kill innocent men, women, and 
children. And those who do should be 
dealt with aggressively by our law en
forcement agencies. 

It is important that we discuss these 
issues in a thoughtful, reasonable, and 
constructive way. In America, we can 
disagree without being disagreeable. 
We can have a debate without shout
ing. And we can work together to fix 
things that are wrong in this country 
and to make this a better place. Most 
importantly, we should protect and 
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cherish our constitutional rights. One 
of those rights is to live in a free coun
try-free from the unspeakable horrors 
that were perpetrated on innocent peo
ple in Oklahoma City .• 

IN HONOR OF ABBA EBAN 
• Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise this morning to honor a great 
statesman on the occasion of his 80th 
birthday. 

Abba Eban-statesman, diplomat, 
scholar, and author-was born in South 
Africa on February 2, 1915. As a young 
man growing up in London, Mr. Eban 
learned fluent Hebrew and became an 
active member of the Zionist move
ment. 

He studied at Cambridge University, 
and became a lecturer in Hebrew, Ara
bic, and Persian literature. 

Mr. Eban served in World War II, 
where he was assigned to Jerusalem as 
liaison officer of Allied Headquarters. 
After the war, he entered the service of 
the Jewish agency in Jerusalem. In 
1947, he became the agency's liaison of
ficer with the U.N. Special Commission 
on Palestine. 

In 1948, Mr. Eban was appointed as Is
rael's representative to the United Na
tions and in this capacity, he appeared 
before the General Assembly to plead 
successfully for his country's admis
sion to the United Nations. 

In 1950, Abba Eban was appointed Is
rael's Ambassador to the United 
States. At 35, he was the youngest per
son to hold such a high rank in Wash
ington's diplomatic corps. 

In 1959, after returning to Israel, Mr. 
Eban was elected to the Israeli Knesset 
as a member of the Labor Party. He 
joined the Cabinet as Minister Without 
Portfolio, was appointed Minister of 
Education and Culture in 1960, and in 
1963, he became Deputy Prime Minister 
under Prime Minister Levi Eshkol. 

In 1966, Mr. Eban became Israel's 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, a position 
he held until June 1974. 

Through the years, Mr. Eban has 
been recognized in numerous arenas for 
his diplomatic prowess and his con
tributions to the state of Israel. He 
holds honorary doctorates from several 
llLliversities, including New York Uni
versity, Boston University, the Univer
sity of Maryland, and the University of 
Cincinnati. He is a fellow of the World 
Academy of Arts and Sciences, and the 
only living member of the Orator's Hall 
of Fame. 

Mr. Eban recently served as host and 
narrator of "Israel: A Nation is Born," 
a five-part historical television mini
series, documenting 40 years of Israel's 
history. 

Mr. President, the Israeli people have 
been fortunate to count Mr. Eban 
among their leaders. He has consist
ently represented the Jewish state 
with dignity, with strength and with 
aplomb. As he celebrates this birthday, 

we should all take this opportunity to 
celebrate his many accomplishments.• 

HYDROGEN-AN ENERGY SOURCE 
FOR THE FUTURE 

• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
long advocated greater investment in 
the development of sustainable hydro
gen energy. Hydrogen has a tremen
dous potential to be the energy carrier 
of the future. It is an ideal energy 
source as it is plentiful, efficient and 
clean burning. An excellent article de
scribing the many advantages of hydro
gen as an energy source appeared in 
the March 19, 1995 edition of the Los 
Angeles Times Magazine. I urge all of 
my colleagues to read this article and 
I ask that the text of the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times Magazine, 

March 3, 1995] 
HARNESSING THE BIG H 

HYDROGEN SEEMS THE IDEAL ENERGY SOURCE
PLENTIFUL, EFFICIENT AND CLEAN. CAN SOME
THING THIS PERFECT BE REAL? JUST ASK THE 
JAPANESE 

(By Alan Weisman) 
West of Denver, Interstate 70 enters Gold

en, Colo., and begins to curl through the 
foothills of the Rockies. There it bisects an 
unassuming clump of brick buildings-the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory. 
Among the government's national labora
tories, NREL is modest, operating on a frac
tion of the billions commanded by atomic re
search giants like Sandia, Los Alamos and 
Lawrence Livermore. Inside, there are no 
monstrous particle accelerators; experi
ments here are more likely to proceed in 
test-tube racks, bell jars and small glass 
beakers, like the one John Turner is filling 
with a clear solution of water and household 
lye. 

Turner, a chemist with a graying blond 
beard and gold-rimmed glasses, sticks a nar
row glass slide, coated on one end with a 
black, mica-like substance, into the lye solu
tion. The humming lab ventilators mask the 
sound of the vehicles whizzing by on the 
nearby interstate, but Turner has spent most 
of his career here, and during those years 
he's always had the cars in mind. As he aims 
a pencil-thin beam from a high-intensity 
lamp at the flask, he puts it this way: "Sup
pose someone announced he intended to ship 
millions of gallons of a carcinogenic, explo
sive fluid that emits toxic fumes through our 
downtown and then store it underground in 
our neighborhoods. People would rise up in 
anger, right?" 

Wrong. Just outside on I-70, cars are spray
ing residues of that very poison all over the 
mountains. After 11 decades of tinkering, 
their internal combustion engines are mir
acles of technology with hundreds of moving 
parts. Yet various laws of physics still limit 
their ability to extract energy from petro
leum. Nearly three-fourths of its potential 
simply radiates away or pours, partly com
busted, out the tailpipe, rising in geologic 
layers of brown murk until the Rockies 
themselves dwindle to ghostly smudges. 

John Turner is among a cadre of scientists 
trying to suppress what he regards as hu
manity's most pervasive, and self-inflicted, 
epidemic. In a little more than a century, 
since Thomas Alva Edison invented the light 

bulb and Henry Ford began to mass-produce 
automobiles, man-made energy has become 
the most addictive drug in history. Every
body today was born into the this depend
ency: No one any longer can imagine life 
without electricity or motorized vehicles. To 
slake our craving, we must dose ourselves 
and our surroundings daily with deadly filth. 
This ritual is now doomed to spread, as 
China, India and other developing nations 
bestow family cars and refrigerators upon 2 
billion new recruits to the industrial age. 

Getting an entire world to kick a habit is 
futile, so Turner is trying to at least find us 
a clean needle. As the beam strikes the shiny 
black square centimeter of semiconductor 
glued to the submerged portion of his slide, 
the surrounding liquid begins to fizz. Elec
trons stimulated by light, he explains, are 
rushing to the semiconductor's surface, hit
ting water molecules and splitting them into 
their component parts: oxygen and hydro
gen. 

He watches the tiny bubbles rise. "For 
years," he says, "this has been the Holy 
Grail of photoelectric chemists. We're wit
nessing the direct conversion of solar energy 
into hydrogen." 

Cape Canaveral, June, 1994: A group of vis
iting scientists and engineers is touring the 
John F. Kennedy Space Center in blue-and
white air-conditioned buses. They're here for 
the World Hydrogen Energy Conference, a bi
ennial event born of the energy crisis 20 
years earlier. Although the price of petro
leum has since calmed considerably (ad
justed for inflation, it's actually cheaper 
than pre-1973), a groundswell of concern, cou
pled with numerous breakthroughs, has 
ballooned this gathering to nearly 600 re
searchers from 34 countries. They've come to 
Canaveral this year for inspiration: The huge 
tank on the pad, where the shuttle Columbia 
will presently lift spaceward, is filled with 
pure hydrogen. 

Since even before the moon shots, all U.S. 
astronauts' heat, electricity and drinking 
water have been derived from hydrogen. The 
U.S. space program is the first step toward 
realizing these scientists' dream: to switch 
the planet from an economy fueled with 
dirty coal and petroleum to one run on clean 
hydrogen. 

The idea of something so ubiquitous-hy
drogen is the most abundant element com
posing three-fourths of the mass of the uni
verse-replacing diminishing fossil fuels 
seems the stuff of fiction. Once, in fact, it 
was: In 1870, Jules Verne's "Mysterious Is
land" described a world that would one day 
derive "an inexhaustible source of heat and 
light" from water's component parts. 

Back then, Verne didn't realize that this 
source was also virtually pollution-free. The 
cycle is so elegant it seems nearly miracu
lous: Separate water into its two constituent 
gases, hydrogen and oxygen. Burn the hydro
gen for fuel, and it re-couples with oxygen to 
form water again. No nasty particulates, no 
insidious carbon monoxide, no eye-stinging 
ozone or sulfur dioxide (at high tempera
tures, however, small, controllable amounts 
of nitrous oxides can form when hydrogen is 
burned in the presence of air). Mainly, 
though, hydrogen's exhaust is plain water 
vapor-which can then be recaptured and 
neatly converted again to hydrogen. 

According to Bill Hoagland, founder of 
NREL's hydrogen program, it would take 
less than a gallon of water to get the same 
range from hydrogen that cars currently get 
from a gallon of gasoline. Because hydrogen 
can be made anywhere. I'm told repeatedly, 
there would be no more dependency on im
ported oil. No more OPEC. Maybe no more 
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global warming, either, because it emits no 
greenhouse gases. As for hydrogen's unfortu
nate association with bombs and blimps, like 
the ill-fated Hindenburg, Hoagland reminds 
me that fossil fuels also readily explode, and 
studies rate hydrogen safer because it's 
nontoxic and dissipates quickly. 

It seems like the perfect fuel. Yet, these 
scientists insist, it's been under-researched, 
under-funded and virtually ignored in De
troit, which perseveres in its allegiance to 
petroleum, and in Washington, which per
sists in keeping troops ready to defend the 
Persian Gulf. 

So why aren't we leaping at this chance to 
end pollution, energy wars and economic 
bondage to a few privileged locations that 
float atop the earth's ebbing supplies of oil? 
Much of it comes down to money and the 
seemingly incontestable reign of the petro
leum industry. Unlike natural gas, to which 
hydrogen is often compared, you can't dig a 
hole and find it. To tap hydrogen's energy, 
you have to expend energy because it's al
ways combined with something else. Having 
to un-combine it makes it more expensive, 
at least in the near term, than crude petro
leum products, including natural gas. And no 
alternative-energy constituency has the 
clout to buck powerful fossil-fuel lobbies and 
find a way to pay for retrofitting the world 
for a brand-new technology. 

Currently, the U.S. Department of Energy 
allots hydrogen about one-ninetieth of what 
it spends on continuing petroleum research. 
(And two-thirds of the DOE's budget doesn't 
go for energy at all, but for nuclear weapons 
research and cleanup.) Nor has the public 
thus far demonstrated much interest in trad
ing the ease of dirty energy, available at the 
turn of an ignition key or click of a light 
switch, for a major commitment to some
thing cleaner and renewable. 

Yet the learned crowd gathered at the 
World Hydrogen Conference is convinced 
that hydrogen's time must come. Fossil fuels 
will become expensive again; even today, 
their true price isn ' t revealed at the gas 
pump, where the numbers don't include the 
cost of pollution and the expense of protect
ing our interests in the Persian Gulf. 

Other countries are less reluctant about 
hydrogen than the United States. Two years 
ago, Japan, an island nation frightened by 
the prospect of rising seas if the icecaps 
start to melt , unveiled a multibillion-dollar, 
28-year program to form a global hydrogen 
system. The Japanese are talking power 
plants, cars, buses, planes, ships and rockets, 
all over the world, all fueled with renewable 
hydrogen. 

And there's a recent surprise announce
ment by Daimler-Benz, the parent company 
of Mercedes-Benz, that has excited many 
people here: The German auto maker claims 
it has cleared the major obstacles to produc
ing the first commercially viable hydrogen
powered automobile. Unless Mercedes is just 
trying to spook the competition, hydrogen's 
prospects have suddenly improved faster 
than anyone dared hope. The Mercedes in 
question runs on a fuel cell , a refillable de
vice that, like a battery, chemically con
verts fuel directly to electricity without 
having to burn it. Fuel cells can function on 
methanol or natural gas, but with hydrogen, 
they're up to three times more efficient than 
conventional engines. 

The most advanced models, including the 
one Daimler-Benz uses, come from the Van
couver-based Ballard Power Systems Inc. , 
which designed fuel cells for the Canadian 
defense department, using technology NASA 
developed for the Gemini mission and then 

shelved. Originally large, boxy affairs of 
stackable metal plates separated by mem
branes resembling plastic wrap, Ballard's 
fuel cells are now small enough to fit inside 
a minivan chassis. " when we start producing 
them in volume," says Ballard co-founder 
Keith Prater, a former University of Texas 
chemist, " the price will shrink, too." 

Surrounded by conference booths promot
ing the latest in photovoltaics, fuel cells and 
electrolyzers-devices that separate water 
into oxygen and hydrogen-! asked Prince
ton physicist Joan M. Ogden if the United 
States is letting the future slip away to for
eign competitors. She tells me of a recent, 
unreleased General Motors study admitting 
that non-polluting fuel cells could be mass
produced for the same cost as a conventional 
engine. " Actually, they should cost less, be
cause they have no moving parts," she says. 
"They'll also last longer and be cheaper to 
maintain." But while Mercedes, BMW and 
Mazda race to bring a hydrogen car to mar
ket, U.S. auto makers, by comparison, don't 
seem very interested. 

A few years ago, Ogden quit Princeton's 
glamorous fusion energy program to engage 
in relatively impoverished research in re
newable hydrogen. "Fusion will take dec
ades," she -told aghast colleagues. "I want re
sults in my lifetime." Soon after, she co-au
thored a book that proposed making hydro
gen by splitting water with electricity from 
solar photovoltaic (PV) cells. (In this proc
ess, as electricity made from sunlight passes 
through a pair of electrodes immersed in 
water, hydrogen bubbles collect around one 
pole and oxygen around another.) Although 
PV is still expensive, Ogden argued that 
mass production and technological improve
ments would lower costs until they intersect 
with rising oil prices. 

The book has been alternately praised and 
scorned, the latter because of a map showing 
how much of the United States would have 
to be covered by photovoltaic cells to 
produce sufficient hydrogen to meet the 
total U.S. annual energy needs. The area is 
denoted by a circle that reaches from Albu
querque nearly to the Mexican border. Crit
ics who derisively try to guess the value of 
all that real estate miss the point, she in
sists. No one ever suggested putting all the 
PV in the same place . 

"Obviously, deserts are ideal , because they 
get the most sun, and minimal rainfall is 
enough to make plenty of hydrogen. But I 
did a little calculation once. Let's say 2,000 
people who work at Princeton drive there 
every day. If I wanted to run their cars on 
hydrogen, how much roof space would I need 
to cover with PV to make enough hydrogen 
fuel for them? I figured that by putting pan
els on fewer than half the university roof
tops, even with New Jersey's humble sun
shine levels, we could convert all those cars 
to hydrogen. Think if we did that all over 
the country." 

That same afternoon, Peter Lehman, an 
environmental engineer from Humboldt 
State University in Northern California, 
tells me what it would take to do the same 
for the 9 million cars in the Los Angeles 
Basin: " An area about 340 square miles. 
About two-thirds the size, say, of Edwards 
Air Force Base." 

Cover Edwards Air Force Base with shiny 
photovoltaic panels? 

"Sure. It would mean a fairly dramatic re
orientation of priorities, and a huge expendi
ture, probably like building the interstate 
highway system. That took $100 billion and 
34 years. But we did it because as a society 
we decided it was important. Wouldn't you 

think that eliminating all smog might be 
important?" 

All week, people here have been repeating 
a mantra of massive American investments 
in the future that paid off, like the Marshall 
Plan, the interstate highway system and
especially during a pilgrimage to the old 
Apollo launching pad-President Kennedy's 
decision to put men on the moon. Although 
these ventures involved enormous expense, 
they were embraced by the public because of 
visionary, daring leadership, but they also 
coincided, rather than conflicted, with pow
erful interests. A commitment to transform 
America's energy infrastructure to accom
modate clean hydrogen would, I suspect, 
evoke awesome resistance from the petro
leum and auto industries. And decisions 
these days seem dictated more by the global 
marketplace than by the foresight of leaders. 

Yet the one vision these scientists from 
Argentina, Egypt, Russia, Germany and 
Japan tell me may save civilization from 
choking on its own exhaust emanates from 
California. They refer specifically, and rev
erently, to mandates by the California Air 
Resources Board and the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District, which require 
that zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs) con
stitute 2% of all cars sold in the state by 1998 
and 10% by 2003. 

The allure of these requirements is the fact 
that, with one out of 18 Americans living in 
the L.A. Basin alone, whoever can first man
ufacture a viable car that meets this stand
ard will get rich. Everybody assures me that 
batteries aren't going to do it; the accelera
tion is rotten, the range is too short, and 
they must be recharged by plugging into 
dirty power plants that only shift the pollu
tion elsewhere. The assumption here is that 
the only way to build a real ZEV is by using 
a hydrogen fuel cell, and California's regula
tions will help force that technology into ex
istence. The air quality district's chief sci
entist, Alan Lloyd, who's speaking at the 
conference, agrees. 

Lloyd's problem though, is that he is not 
exactly considered a prophet in his own land. 
Rather than instilling native pride , Califor
·nia's world champion air-quality laws, which 
some believe have wrecked the state's econ
omy, have barely survived legislative plots 
to scuttle them. 

And despite the vaunted environmental 
pedigree of Vice President Al Gore, the Clin
ton Administration hasn't been much help 
either. While a few projects like experi
mental wind farms have been encouraged, 
federal efforts have focused more on improv
ing energy efficiency than on developing 
clean new sources. Most frustrating to Alan 
Lloyd is a multimillion-dollar Administra
tion program called PNGV: The Partnership 
for a New Generation of Vehicles, whose goal 
is to deliver a prototype car that gets triple 
today's expected gas mileage-about 80 miles 
per gallon- by the year 2004. "Which means 
that after 10 years, they'll develop a vehicle 
that will be illegal in California because it's 
too dirty," he says, gazing heavenward. 
"That's unacceptable. A new-generation ve
hicle should be fuel-efficient and clean. 
Leadership should come from the White 
House, but their agenda is being driven more 
from Detroit." 

Other energy advocates claim the tech
nology for an 80-m.g.g. vehicle already ex
ists, but the Administration has simply 
caved in to the Big Three auto makers and 
the oil industry. But since I haven't seen fill
ing stations dispensing hydrogen on Amer
ican street corners, I ask Lloyd if a fuel-cell 
vehicle designed to run on the stuff is really 
practical. 
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In the interim, there are lots of ways to 

make hydrogen besides solar energy, Lloyd 
explains. Using steam, it can be derived from 
natural gas or even mixed with it-known as 
town gas, that was what America once 
burned for light and cooking. Hydrogen im
proves the potency and lowers the emissions 
of natural gas, and with some modification it 
might even be shipped through natural gas 
pipelines. As for a dearth of service stations: 
a similar alarm was once sounded by buggy
whip manufacturers. 

The real obstacle, Lloyd says, is America's 
current lust to pawn the future for the sake 
of profits today. "While Detroit hires 100 at
torneys to defeat every new emissions stand
ard we establish, Japan assigns 1,000 engi
neers to meet the challenge." 

Maintaining energy's status quo might 
make some sense, or at least some money, 
for purveyors of petroleum and internal
combustion engines. But the conference's 
keynote speaker assures us that the decision 
won't really be theirs. University of Colo
rado physicist emeritus Albert A. Bartlett 
says he knows little about hydrogen but 
something about basic arithmetic. He's par
ticularly drawn to calculating the time it 
takes for things to double. This is pertinent, 
he says, to consumption of fossil fuels, be
cause it allows the petroleum and coal indus
tries to deceive the world about how long 
those resources will actually last. 

To illustrate what he means, he proposes 
that we imagine a species of bacteria that re
produces by dividing in two. Those two be
come four, the four become eight, and so 
forth. "Let's say we place one bacterium in 
a bottle at 11 a.m., and at noon we observe 
the bottle to be full. At what point was it 
half full?" The answer, it turns out, is 11:59 
a.m. 

"Now, if you were a bacterium in that bot
tle, at what point would you realize you were 
running out of space? At 11:55 a.m., when the 
bottle is only one-thirty-seconds full, and 
97% is open space, yearning for develop
ment?" 

Everyone giggles. "Now suppose, with a 
minute to spare, the bacteria discover three 
new bottles to inhabit. They sigh with relief: 
They have three times more bottles than had 
ever been known, quadrupling their space re
sources. Surely this makes the'm self-suffi
cient in space. Right?" 

Except, of course, it doesn't. Bartlett's 
point is that in exactly two more minutes, 
all four bottles will be full. Likewise, when 
President Jimmy Carter noted that in each 
of three previous decades the world had 
burned more fuel than had been consumed 
previously in all of history, it meant that 
fuel consumption was doubling every decade. 
That rate slowed temporarily with the en
ergy crisis, but now, with world population 
rising and today's breakneck industrializa
tion in the Third World, the exponential gob
bling of limited resources is again accelerat
ing. 

"It's seriously misleading when we hear, 
for example, that at current levels of output 
and recovery coal reserves can be expected to 
last 500 years. We get the mistaken impres
sion that there's 500 years' worth of coal left, 
forgetting that the sentence began with 'at 
current levels.' That's 500 years, only if 
there's no growth of production." 

And petroleum? "In 1993, they announced 
the largest discovery of oil in the Gulf of 
Mexico in the last 20 years: 700 million bar
rels. It sounds like an enormous number, 
until you realize that we Americans go 
through roughly 17.7 million barrels a day. 
Divide 700 by 17.7. It'll last about 40 days." 

The auditorium is now silent. "That indi
cates," he tells us, "that we've already made 
the big petroleum discoveries. Now we're 
picking around the edges, getting the last 
ones." 

In 1975, during the depths of the energy cri
sis, Tom Harkin arrived in Washington as an 
Iowa congressman. In his first year on the 
House Science and Technology Committee, 
he decided that the threat to the future of 
energy was genuine. Then Carter was elected 
President, and, to Harkin's relief, the Ad
ministration began dispensing billions and 
creating incentives for solar, photovoltaic, 
wind and ocean thermal energy. 

Then the next President, Ronald Regan, 
dismantled Carter's solar-heating apparatus 
on the White House roof and all the tax 
breaks and funding for alternative-energy re
search along with it. During those lean 
years, Harkin, now a senator, joined forces 
with longtime hydrogen zealot Sen. Spark 
M. Matsunaga of Hawaii to convince whom
ever they could that hydrogen wasn't some 
dumb fantasy. After Matsunaga's death in 
1990, Harkin and the only other hydrogen 
devotees around, Reps. George E. Brown, Jr. 
(D-Colton) and RobertS. Walker (R-Pa.) and 
Sen. Harry Reid (D-Nev.), pushed through a 
five-year research bill in his memory. 

The appropriation was minimal, but after 
Clinton and Gore were elected, Harkin was 
sure that would change. Shortly after their 
inauguration, he presented the new Adminis
tration with a 40-page proposal for a sustain
able energy future based on hydrogen. It 
showed how, by using solar photovoltaic 
electricity to split water, hydrogen actually 
becomes a way to store the power of the sun, 
because it can be burned at night or shipped 
to cold climates where solar energy is scare. 
It explained that the cheapest way to 
produce hydrogen could be through "electro
farming": using marginal land to grow en
ergy crops like switch grass, which could be 
reduced to hydrogen in a simple device 
called a biomass gasifier. The gasifier, in 
turn, would run on excess heat from a hydro
gen fuel cell, providing power for the farm. 

Harkin also rebutted the myth that hydro
gen is more dangerous than traditional fuels, 
a belief dating to the 1937 explosion that de
stroyed the German airship Hindenburg. The 
36 who died, he explained, were killed in the 
fall, not from burning hydrogen, which sim
ply floated away (as it would have had the 
Exxon Valdez transported hydrogen instead 
of oil). In fact, the 61 Hindenberg survivors 
would not have lived had the blimp carried 
natural gas. 

But, Harkin concluded, in order to make 
fuel cells or hydrogen cars affordable, they 
have to be mass-produced, and before manu
facturers will mass-produce them, delivery 
systems-hydrogen pumps at the corner gas 
station-have to be in place. That won't hap
pen until there's mass demand for them, and 
so on. This classic chicken-and-egg dilemma, 
he argued, could be resolved by a federal 
commitment to a comfortable transition 
from fossil fuels. 

He didn't get very far. "I told the Presi
dent he should grab the public's imagination 
the way Kennedy did with the moon shot, by 
announcing in his first State of the Union 
speech that the U.S. was going all out for hy
drogen and fuel cells. He looked at me like I 
was slightly nuts." 

Later Harkin ran into Al Gore in the Exec
utive Office Building. If the government pur
chased large quantities of photovoltaics, he 
told the vice president, it would lower the 
cost immensely. The same for fuel cells. No 
luck there, either. Instead, the tiny hydro-

gen coalition in Congress actually has had to 
fight the Administration's proposed cuts in 
funding provided by the Matsunaga Act. 

In Washington, Harkin's hydrogen consult
ant, Sandy Thomas, shows me a chart of the 
Department of Energy's budget. Out of $18.6 
billion, $10 billion goes for nuclear-weapons 
research and cleanup. "That's even though 
we aren't building nuclear weapons anymore. 
It's an upper-middle-class welfare program 
for nuclear scientists. Then there's nearly $1 
billion for fossil-fuel research and conserva
tion, even though they're running out; $300 
million for atomic fission, though we've 
stopped building nuclear reactors, and nearly 
half of a billion for fusion, the practical ap
plication of which even its most optimistic 
proponents admit it at least 40 year away." 

"And for hydrogen research?" I ask. 
"Ten million. 
I gape. "I know," he says. "We've argued 

for shifting even $100 million out of DOE's 
nuclear-weapons fund. But those decisions 
are made at the top. It's hard to get Hazel 
O'Leary's ear on this one." 

At a White House conference on environ
mental technology in December, chaired by 
Gore, Energy Secretary O'Leary admits to 
me that in the wake of a new Republican 
Congress that threatens to cut not just budg
ets but the entire DOE, she questions the 
wisdom of bank rolling fission. On hydrogen, 
however, she doesn't yield. "I'm not an apol
ogist for traditional energy. We've backed 
some exciting research into wind power. But 
my strong opinion is that hydrogen isn't 
there yet. We have to be willing to deliver 
more mature technologies to market first. 
Excepting fusion, I think our investments 
fairly represent the energy marketplace· for 
the near and midterm." 

At the conference, Gore, five Cabinet offi
cers and President Clinton's science adviser 
meet with 1,400 industrialists, entrepreneurs 
and environmental representatives to discuss 
how the U.S. can prosper in the growing 
international market for clean, green tech
nology. There are seminars on environ
mental export financing and transitions to 
industrial ecology-yet barely any mention 
of energy. except for a small workshop on 
fuel cells and another on transportation 
technologies. 

In the latter, I join a study group chaired 
by Ford's representative for the Partnership 
for a New Generation of Vehicles. Among the 
points we've asked to consider are the pros
pects for introducing alternative fuels like 
hydrogen for motor vehicles in the near fu
ture. The first to speak up is General Mo
tors' federal research coordinator. "Very 
dim. As long as gas and diesel stay around 
$1.20, consumers have no incentive to use 
anything else." Alternative fuels, he says, 
all lack the energy density of petroleum, so 
it will always cost more to get the same 
amount of power. 

No one contradicts him, so Ford moves on 
to the next question. I interrupt. "Wait, Isn't 
the whole reason for this conference the idea 
that consumer demand today involves things 
other than price, such as products that don't 
pollute us to death?" 

"I'll believe that," GM replies, "when Cali
fornians start buying the 50 miles-per-gallon 
vehicles that are already available. The fact 
is, they don't want cars that are more effi
cient or cleaner." 

"So how would you get people to buy this 
thing?" I yell to Thomas Klaiber, but he 
doesn't hear me, because a low-slung, Class C 
racing series model and a black, V-12 600SL 
roar past us at that instant, one on either 
side. We're on the Mercedes-Benz test track 
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in Stuttgart, Germany. Klaiber, a mechani
cal engineer, is head of the Daimler-Benz hy
drogen fuel cell group, the van he's driving is 
the hydrogen-powered vehicle that prompted 
Mercedes' grand announcement. 

If this is really the future we're driving 
into, at a top cruising speed of 50 miles per 
hour, it's a little like riding the tortoise 
while being passed by a flock of jeering 
hares. Even Mercedes buses are passing us as 
we negotiate banked curves and climb steep 
little hills that suddenly appear in the mid
dle of the straightways. Yet the van itself 
feels surpringly normal. Amid the surround
ing internal combustion thunder, the most 
noticeable difference is how quietly it runs. 
The fuel cell itself make no sound. There's 
only the hum of an air compressor. 

Some significant technology challenges re
main unmet, however. Much of the cargo 
area is filled with fiberglass pressure tanks. 
Although hydrogen has up to three times the 
efficiency of gasoline, its lightness gives it 
such low density that even when compressed. 
its storage requires at least four times the 
space of a conventional gas tank. This is fine 
for the fuel-cell buses that Ballard Power 
Systems is operating successfully in Van
couver, because there's plenty of room on 
their roofs to store hydrogen. To partly alle
viate this problem for passenger cars, 
Daimler-Benz plans to shrink the fuel cell to 
one-fourth it current size, even as it in
creases horsepower. 

"The alternative is we store the hydrogen 
in metal hydrides," Klaiber says, referring to 
a process in which certain metals absorb hy
drogen like a sponge, then release it when 
heated. "They're fine for commuter cars; 
citizens tested a fleet for us in Berlin for 
four years. But for a range of 250 miles, you'd 
need a ton of hydrides. Too much." 

I have just come from Munich, where I 
rode in a silver 7-Series BMW that uses a 
third storage option, liquid hydrogen, ex
actly like the space shuttle. Its ride, accel
eration, speed and internal combustion en
gine made it virtually indistinguished from a 
regular car. Underneath the chassis, how
ever, was a doubled-walled tank to keep the 
fuel at -423 degrees F. But even with that 
much insulation, too much hydrogen boils 
off after three days, making it impractical, 
say, to leave a liquid hydrogen car in an air
port parking lot during summer. 

Plus, it takes one-third the energy of hy
drogen to cool it to a liquid state. So the 
simplicity and high efficiency of fuel cells, 
which runs at normal temperatures, seem to 
be winning the race to the future-whenever 
that is. 

Riding with Klaiber, it doesn't feel distant. 
His face is glowing, almost cherubic. He con
fesses that he loves driving this thing just 
because he knows it's so clean. 

We pull over. He doesn't turn off the en
gine but finds a paper cup and holds it over 
the exhaust pipe. "Drink?" he offers." 

It's pure, distilled water. 
Consumers, I'm told by hydrogen skeptics, 

won't buy a vehicle whose power and per
formance fall short of what we've grown to 
expect from our automobiles. In the 
Daimler-Benz headquarters, Mercedes' vice 
president of marketing for passenger cars, 
J ochen Placking, shows me a typical ad they 
use for the United States: a convertible 
speeding across a New Mexico desert. "We're 
selling freedom. The limitless power to go 
explore." 

In the halls here, decades of Mercedes ad
vertising posters show women with long, 
shapely legs protruding from fur coats, lean
ing against gorgeous roadsters. How can you 

make an environmentally correct car into a 
sexy status symbol, like a sports coupe? 

Placking strokes his mustache. "We'll 
have to find a way to make clean cars fas
cinating," he says. "Like selling people on 
safe sex." 

It's not an altogether encouraging anal
ogy, especially in the context. Germany, 
world leader in hydrogen research invest
ment-about $12 million a year since the late 
1970s until it was blindsided by the expense 
of reunification-is hardly the renewable-en
ergy economy I imagined. An official from 
the state of Bavaria's electric utility, which 
has the world's biggest hydrogen pilot facil
ity, admits there are no plans to scale up to 
a full-sized working plant. So what will they 
do in 30 years, when Bavaria's aging nuclear 
plants mut be phased out and fossil fuels are 
expected to be scarce? 

"I can't answer that question. Nobody can. 
Nobody gives a damn about the future." 

Back in my own country, I share this story 
with Michael Heben, a lanky young mate
rials scientist at the National Renewable En
ergy Laboratory. Even at BMW and Daimler
Benz, I tell him, hydrogen only gets a small 
chunk of the research budget compared to 
conventional engines. I suppose it's not in a 
company's interest to invent something that 
renders its most successful product obsolete. 

Heben shrugs. He reminds me we've seen 
computers grow smaller, faster and cheaper 
at a breathless pace, all because a couple of 
kids in a garage dared to try to build some
thing better. When Edison was inventing 
light bulbs and phonographs, electricity cost 
300 times what it does now. As soon as people 
saw what it could do, they started using it en 
masse, and the price became practical. 
Maybe, he suggests, one key discovery will 
do the same for hydrogen-like the semi
conductor work of John Turner, who's split
ting water without the intermediate step of 
first making photovoltaic electricity. 

Other researchers here are cultivating 
strains of algae that exhale hydrogen. Heben 
himself is after a revolutionary way to store 
it. He's trying to prove that submicroscopic 
tubes made of activated carbon, developed at 
IBM, suck up hydrogen atoms via capillary 
action, like a straw. A fuel tank full of the 
tough, light tubules, each about a billionth 
of a meter in diameter, could actually hold 
far more diffuse hydrogen gas than a tank 
that was empty. 

"Our goal should be a vehicle that per
forms like today's cars: same size, weight, 
acceleration, frequency of refueling. With 
good, compact, energy-efficient storage, 
there's no reason we can't do that with clean 
hydrogen." 

On NREL's lean hydrogen budget, he's cur
rently able to create enough of a soot-like 
substance, which contains carbon 
nanotubules, to coat the inside of a 
countertop bell jar. To scale up to working 
size will cost a lot more. At this point, he 
has no idea where funds will come from, but 
something makes him believe they will. 

"We're so close. so much has been accom
plished with just a little. If we really decided 
that we wanted a clean hydrogen economy, 
we could have it by 2010. No more oil spills. 
Fresh air in Denver and L.A. Think of it." 

Maybe he's right. Curiously, amid panic 
over Republican threats to dismember re
search budgets, hydrogen may prove to be 
not just a survivor but also a winner. The 
new chairman of the House Committee on 
Science is Bob Walker, longtime science 
mentor to House Speaker Newt Gingrich and 
hydrogen ally of Tom Harkin. 

In his office, decorated with pictures of the 
space shuttle, Walker reminds me that one 

of the most powerful forces in the market
place is "the love Americans have for roam
ing the planet freely in their own cars. Hy
drogen will make that possible when the 
present technology gets too dirty to extend 
into the future." He has introduced legisla
tion calling for a quadrupling of research 
funds for hydrogen over the next three years. 
Part of the money will be matched by non
federal sources and part expropriated from 
technologies Walker believes are either fu
tile or outmoded. 

He has little pity for industries that resist 
change, including auto makers. "If Edison 
were to invent the light bulb today, the 
headlines would read, '200,000 candle makers 
lose their jobs.' We've been through this be
fore, like when cars put blacksmiths out of 
business. It's wrenching, but overall our na
tional competitiveness gets stronger. The 
same thing will happen in energy. The people 
themselves will demand it." 

He pauses to gaze at a plaque naming him 
the latest recipient of the National Hydrogen 
Assn.'s Spark M. Matsunaga Award. "Driv
ing on the interstate, I watch them stringing 
fiber-optic cable up the median strip for the 
Internet. The government talks about the 
Internet but can't come up with a structure. 
Meantime, it's happening because people 
want it. When they realize they need clean 
hydrogen, somebody will find a way to sup
ply that, too.''• 

THE ADMINISTRATION'S MIGRA-
TION AGREEMENT WITH CUBA 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, a couple 
of weeks ago, the administration con
cluded a migration agreement with 
Cuba that I hope will be the first step 
in the direction of a rational policy to
ward Cuba. 

Under this agreement, most of the 15 
to 20,000 Cubans that have been housed 
in Guantanamo Bay for the past sev
eral months will be paroled into the 
United States, with those paroles to 
count, on a 3-year prorated basis, 
against the 2.0,000 minimum Cuba-to
America immigration numbers agreed 
upon by the Cuban and American Gov
ernments last fall. Cuba has also 
agreed to accept back those Cubans at 
Guantanamo who are excludable under 
United States law because of criminal 
histories, infectious diseases, et cetera. 
Thus, within the limits set out in last 
fall's agreement between Cuba and the 
United States, this agreement has 
solved the costly and potentially explo
sive detention of the Cubans at Guan
tanamo. 

As part of this new policy, the Attor
ney General has also announced that 
those attempting in the future to emi
grate to the United States from Cuba 
illegally-rather than through the 
process agreed upon last year-would 
be subject to interdiction and forced 
repatriation to Cuba, from where they 
could apply for asylum at the Cuban 
Interests Section in Havana. 

Although I have some concerns about 
the second half of this new approach
in particular, the policy of interdiction 
and repatriation of future migrants 
from Cuba-and urge the Attorney 
General to implement sufficient proce
dural protections for those Cubans 
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with valid asylum claims, in general I 
view this agreement as a significant 
step forward in our relations with 
Cuba. 

Unlike our policies toward Cuba over 
the past 35 years, the agreement rep
resents a rational and cooperative re
sponse to a United States-Cuba immi
gration problem that has caused this 
Nation nothing but headaches in the 
past. If our Government .could ap
proach every United States-Cuba issue 
with the pragmatism that is reflected 
in this agreement, I believe that our 
long-sought goal of democratization of 
Cuba would be much closer to our 
grasp than this goal is now. 

I ask to have printed in the RECORD a 
May 4 editorial on the agreement with 
Cuba from the Chicago Tribune. This 
editorial ends with a call to President 
Clinton to apply the tools of construc
tive engagement in our relations with 
Cuba, and recognizes that these tools, 
not a doctrinaire and obsolete policy of 
Castro-baiting, hold the keys to a suc
cessful Cuba policy. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, May 4, 1995] 

A WELCOME CHANGE IN CUBA POLICY 

Ever since 1959, when Fidel Castro de
scended from the Sierra Maestra to enter Ha
vana spewing Marxism like cigar smoke, 
Cuba has been a misplaced comma that jum
bled an otherwise cogent political essay 
called the Monroe Doctrine. 

In a commendable turn of direction. Presi
dent Clinton reinjected logic into U.S.-Cuba 
relations by ending 35 years of preferential 
treatment for Cuban refugees. Clinton ruled 
Tuesday that Cubans will no longer receive 
automatic asylum but must pass the same 
hurdles as any other refugee reaching our 
shores. 

Although Clinton's decision will be ana
lyzed in terms of the Cuban-American vote 
and hemispheric diplomacy, its inspiration 
was purely practical. 

At present, 20,000 Cuban refugees are stuck 
in tents at the Guantanamo Bay Naval Sta
tion; their $1 million-a-day tab for room and 
board comes from the Pentagon budget, 
which means the taxpayers' pockets. 

The refugees are getting restless. Clinton 
wants to avoid ugly riots, so a final exemp
tion will be granted to accept that group. 
Any other "raft people" will be turned back 
to Cuba. 

Clinton has firmly announced that this na
tion, not Castro, controls America's borders. 
In addition, Clinton has denied Castro the 
foreign policy weapon of "boatlift diplo
macy," which capitalizes on the pitiful sight 
of refugees foundering aboard unseaworthy 
craft en route to the promise of Florida's 
beaches. 

There are two glaring holes in the presi
dent's program, however. 

First is a threat that anyone among the 
Guantanamo refugees with a criminal record 
will be denied entry. What's this? Clinton 
thinks Castro is going to open up his secret 
police files for perusal by Immigration and 
Naturalization Service officers? Doubtful. 

And second is the quid pro quo from Cas
tro, who has promised to allow his people 
free access to the American interest section 
in Havana. There they may file a formal re
quest for U.S. entry, which will be weighed 
by the INS like those of potential immi-

grants worldwide. But Catro's promise may 
be meaningless. In Cuba, one of the last re
maining communist states on Earth, pres
sures both subtle and overt can be applied to 
frighten away potential applicants. 

By ending three decades of automatic asy
lum for Cubans, Clinton has demoted Castro 
from top devil of the Caribbean, much to the 
heartfelt anguish of expatriate Cubans and 
Cuban-Americans. 

If that is to be Clinton's new policy, then 
it is time to apply the tools of constructive 
engagement-as with China, a few steps at a 
time-using the full range of American di
plomacy, trade and culture to push Cuba to
ward democracy and a rational relationship 
with its giant northern neighbor.• 

SPEECH OF 
STRIKING 
WORKERS 

AMY BRINDLEY TO 
UNITED RUBBER 

• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 
would like to submit into the RECORD a 
statement from a 16-year-old in Des 
Moines named Amy Brindley. Amy is 
the daughter of a striking URW mem
ber who works at the Bridgestone/Fire
stone plant in Des Moines. She gave 
this moving speech in April to a rally 
of striking workers and their families. 
I think all Senators should read the 
words of this impressive young Amer
ican. I ask that her statement be print
ed in the RECORD at this point. 

The statement follows: 
SPEECH BY AMY BRINDLEY 

As a teenage daughter of a United Rubber 
Worker, who's been on strike for the past 9 
months, I'd like to point out that this strike 
involves many, many people and is just NOT 
limited to the union members and their em
ployer. Bridgestone/Firestone has invaded 
the lives of the entire family with their inex
cusable hunger for corporate greed. 

I feel that it is important to recognize the 
numerous family members who have fallen 
victim to the ruthless demands set forth by 
Bridgestone/Firestone. 

Being a teenager is never easy, but having 
to deal with the additional stress this labor 
dispute has brought about, has made it even 
more challenging. Many friendships have 
been broken apart throughout this strike. I, 
myself, have had friendships that have suf
fered great setbacks because of my pro labor 
beliefs. I believe that it is the lack of edu
cation that a lot of people have concerning 
the Union. I strongly believe that we need to 
educate and promote the values and the im
portance regarding unions. As members of 
the United Rubber Workers are attempting 
to hold on to what fellow members have 
fought to gain in the past years of joining to
gether at the bargaining table. If we don't 
educate people, what will the future hold, 
not just for my generation but the following 
generations also? 

I am a junior at Southeast Polk High 
School. As juniors, we are offered the oppor
tunity to go to Washington D.C. and New 
York for the United Nations Trip. This trip 
is only offered to juniors. Because of the 
strike it was financially impossible for me to 
go with my fellow classmates. It was ver:y 
difficult for me to watch my friends, includ
ing my best friend, as they prepared for this 
venture with great anticipation, and again 
when they returned and shared with me their 
special memories that I was not a part of. 
Under different circumstances I would have 

been among my fellow classmates, but again, 
due to Bridgestone/Firestone's desire for 
complete control, I was cheated out of a sig
nificant, once in a life time opportunity. 

One of Bridgestone/Firestone's most ap
palling scare tactics that has personally 
touched myself and my family was the elimi
nation of health care benefits, 90 days into 
this strike. My sister, Angie, and I are both 
insulin dependent diabetics. Consequently, it 
is of utmost importance that we have medi
cal insurance to maintain and control this 
dreaded disease. It has been impossible for us 
to find an alternate insurance policy that 
covers our diabetes. Therefore, my parents 
have been forced to pay the enormous 
monthly premiums for the company's Cobra 
Coverage, adding to the already overwhelm
ing financial burdens families are facing dur
ing this work stoppage due to this strike. 

I have briefly touched on just a "few" of 
the intrusions this company has used to ma
nipulate the lives of innocent people. But, on 
the other hand, some things I don't think 
this heartless company counted on, is that 
I've also gained many things. Things that 
you can't put a material value on. Such as, 
a new understanding of what the union is 
truly about, the importance of solidarity, 
the significance of the support that we've re
ceived from fellow unions and citizens. The 
outpouring of generosity so many different 
individuals have extended has been astound
ing. Even though Bridgestone/Firestone has 
taken away our paycheck and temporarily 
left us financially strapped; they'll NEVER 
take away our dignity! 

Thank you.• 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 
1995 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 8 a.m. 
on Wednesday, May 24, 1995; that fol
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro
ceedings be deemed approved to date, 
the time for the two leaders be re
served for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then resume consider
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, the concurrent budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM 4:20 
P.M. TO 5 P.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess between the 
hours of 4:20 p.m. and 5 p.m. in order 
for all Members to attend a ceremony 
unveiling a bust of former Vice Presi
dent Agnew. 

The PRESIDING OFFCER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. For the informa

tion of all Senators, the Senate will re
sume consideration of the budget reso
lution at 8 a.m. tomorrow morning. 
Four hours remain on the resolution 
and - several amendments remain. 
Therefore, rollcall votes can be ex
pected throughout Wednesday's session 
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o f th e S en ate an d  M em b ers sh o u ld  b e 

o n  n o tic e  th a t th e re  c o u ld  b e  a  la rg e  

n u m b e r o f v o te s a fte r a ll d e b a te  is 

consum ed. 

A lso , M em b ers sh o u ld  b e aw are th at 

fo llo w in g  th e d isp o sitio n  o f th e b u d g et 

reso lu tio n , it w ill b e th e lead er's in ten - 

tio n  to  tu rn  to  C alen d ar N o . 1 0 2 , S . 7 3 5 , 

th e an titerro rism  b ill. 

R E C E S S  U N T IL  T O M O R R O W  A T  

8 A .M . 

M rs. H U T C H IS O N . M r. P resid en t, if 

th ere is n o  fu rth er b u sin ess to  co m e b e- 

fo re  th e  S e n a te , I n o w  a sk  th a t th e  

S e n a te  sta n d  in  re c e ss a s u n d e r th e  

p rev io u s o rd er.

T h ere b ein g  n o  o b jectio n , th e S en ate, 

at 10:35  p.m ., recessed until W ednesday, 

M ay 24, 1995, at 8 a.m . 

N O M IN A T IO N S 

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s receiv ed  b y  

the S enate M ay 23, 1995: 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  A IR  N A T IO N A L  G U A R D  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  

S T A T E S  O F F IC E R S  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  IN  T H E  R E S E R V E  O F  

T H E  A IR  F O R C E  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  S E C T IO N S  

1 2 2 0 3  A N D  8 3 7 9 , T IT L E  1 0  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . 

P R O M O T IO N S  M A D E  U N D E R  S E C T IO N  8 3 7 9  A N D  C O N - 

F IR M E D  B Y  T H E  S E N A T E  U N D E R  S E C T IO N  1 2 2 0 3  S H A L L  

B E A R  A N  E F F E C T IV E  D A T E  E S T A B L IS H E D  IN  A C C O R D - 

A N C E  W IT H  S E C T IO N  8 3 7 9 , T IT L E  1 0  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  

S T A T E S  C O D E . 

L IN E  

T o be lieutenant colonel 

M A J. W IL L IA M  M . A L T M A N  III,  

M A J. JO N A T H A N  S . B A R T ,  

M A J. G E O R G E  C . B L A K E , JR .,  

M A J. G R E G O R Y  G . B O T C H ,  

M A J. M A R K  E . C L E M ,  

M A J. D A N IE L  L . D E L A N E ,  

M A J. G R E G O R Y  A . F IC K ,  

M A J. E D W A R D  R . F L O R A ,  

M A J. D A V ID  J. H A T L E Y ,  

M A J. S C O T T  R . JE N S E N ,  

M A J. V A N C E  J. N E U M A N N ,  

M A J. JA M E S  R . P A T T E R S O N ,  

M A J. R O Y  E . P E N S H O R N ,  

M A J. D A N A  S . Q U IN N ,  

M A J. T H O M A S  H . S H A W ,  

M A J. D E B O R A  F . S K U S E ,  

M A J. JO H N  B . S O IL E A U , JR .,  

M A J. M A R K  S . S T O U D E N M IR E ,  

M A J. M A R T IN  J. T R O U T ,  

M A J. JO H N  S . T U O H Y ,  

M A J. JA M E S  W . U N D E R W O O D ,  

M A J. R IC H A R D  J. U T E C H T ,  

M A J. D A N IE L  K . W E S T M O R E L A N D ,  

M A J. B R A D L E Y  N . W IL K E R S O N ,  

M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S  

T o be lieutenant colonel 

M A J. Z E T T IE  E . P A G E  III, 

T o be lieutenant colonel 

M A J. M IC H A E L  V A N D E V E E R ,  

D E N T A L  C O R P S  

T o be lieutenant colonel 

M A J. P H IL IP  M . A B S H E R E , 

IN  T H E  A R M Y  

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R , O N  T H E  A C T IV E  

D U T Y  L IS T , F O R  P R O M O T IO N  T O  T H E  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D  

IN  T H E  U .S . A R M Y  IN  A C C O R D A N C E  W IT H  S E C T IO N S  6 2 6  

A N D  6 2 8 , T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . 

A R M Y  

T o be lieutenant colonel 

R O B E R T  G . K O W A L S K I, 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R S , O N  T H E  A C T IV E  

D U T Y  L IS T , F O R  P R O M O T IO N  T O  T H E  G R A D E S  IN D IC A T E D  

IN  T H E  U .S . A R M Y  IN  A C C O R D A N C E  W IT H  S E C T IO N S  6 2 4  

A N D  6 2 8 , T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . T H E  O F F IC E R S  

ID E N T IF IE D  W IT H  A N  A S T E R IS K  A R E  A L S O  B E IN G  N O M I- 

N A T E D  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  IN  T H E  R E G U L A R  A R M Y . 

M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S  

T o be lieutenant colonel 

JO S E P H  F . M IL L E R ,  

A R M Y  N U R S E  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant colonel

* R O B IN  R . B E N C K A R T , 

',L IL L IA N  A . F O E R S T E R , 

A R M Y

T o be m ajor

* K E V IN  W . M C  R E E , 

M E D IC A L  C O R PS

T o be m ajor

D A V ID  C . B O N O V IC H , 

T IM O T H Y  M A T T IS O N ,  

D O U G L A S  A . S C H O W , 

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  C A D E T S , G R A D U A T IN G  C L A S S

O F  1 9 9 5 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  M IL IT A R Y  A C A D E M Y , F O R  A P -

P O IN T M E N T  IN  T H E  R E G U L A R  A R M Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D

S T A T E S , IN  T H E  G R A D E  O F  S E C O N D  L IE U T E N A N T , U N D E R

T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

S E C T IO N S  531, 532, 533  A N D  4353:

T H O M A S  H . A A R S E N , 

JA M E S  F . A D A M O U S K I, 

B R E T T  N . A D A M S , 

G E O F F R E Y  R . A D A M S , 

N U R U D E E N  B . A D E Y E M I, 

R O N A L D  R . A D IM E Y , 

M A R K  C . A D IN O L F I, 

E R IC  L . A D L E R , 

R O B E R T  J. A H E R N , 

D O R O T H E A  L . A K E R Y , 

S Y E D  O . A L I, 

S H A F F IR  A L IK H A N , 

K IM B E R L Y  D . A L L E N , 

B R ID G E T  D . A L T E N B U R G , 

P A T R IC K  S . A L T E N B U R G , 

JA M E S  R . A N D E R S O N , 

JA S O N  L . A N D E R S O N , 

R O B Y N  J. A N D E R S O N , 

W A Y N E  M . A N D E R S O N , 

R IC H A R D  K . A N S E L M I, 

A D A M  D . A P P L E B Y , 

K R IS T E N  L . A R G U S , 

M IC H A E L  S . A R M S T R O N G , 

P A U L  M . A R M S T R O N G , 

S T E P H A N I R . A R N O L D , 

P A T R IC K  C . A S P L A N D , 

C H R IS  S . A U C L A IR , 

C H R IS T O P  M . A U S T IN , 

R O D R IC K  L . A U S T IN , 

C O R N E L IA  J. B A C A , 

JE A N -P IE  B A D O , 

C H A D  A . B A G L E Y , 

D A V ID  B . B A IL E Y , 

M A R S H A N N  M . B A IN , 

JE F F R E Y  E . B A K E R , 

JO H N  T . B A K E R , 

K O O  B A K E R , 

S C O T T  R . B A K E R , 

T R O Y  R . B A K E R , 

B R IA N  C . B A L D R A T E , 

C H A D  B . B A L F A N Z , 

A M B E R  K . B A L L A R D , 

A R Y N  A . B A L L A R D , 

A D A M  V . B A L U K O N IS , 

JO E  D . B A N N E R , 

K E V IN  S . B A R D O N N E R , 

T H O M A S  H . B A R N A R D , 

E R IC  B . B A R R , 

S U N N Y  D . B A R S E , 

A A R O N  C . B A R T A , 

JA M E S  B . B A R T H O L O M E E S , 

H E A T H E R  J. B A R T O L D , 

M IC H A E L  A . B A S E L U O S , 

C H A D  T . B A T E S , 

JO H N  W . B A U E R , 

R IC A R D O  A . B A U T IS T A , 

D A V ID  M . B E A IR D , III, 

S L A D E  H . B E A U D O IN , 

K IM B E R L Y  A . B E C K , 

D A M O N  A . B E C K N E L , 

S H A W N  D . B E E B E , 

JE F F  R . B E IE R L E IN , 

D A V ID  G . B E L L , 

M IC H E L L E  M . B E N C O M O , 

JA C K  W . B E N E C K E , 

A N D R E W  M . B E N JA M IN , 

P A U L  T . B E R G H A U S , 

R O B B IE  W . B E R G L U N D , 

M IC H A E L  L . B E R N S T E IN , 

C H R IS T O P  E . B E R R Y , 

P E T E R  J. B E R T A N Z E T T I, 

JO S E P H  D . B E R T R A N D , 

T H O M A S  B E V E R L E Y , 

C H A D  M . B IL B R E Y , 

M IC H A E L  E . B IN D A S , 

P H IL IP  E . B IN D O N , 

M A T T H E W  S . B IR D . 

D A N IE L  J. B IR N B A U M , 

T O D D  A . B L A C K W E L L , 

JO H N  H . B L A H A , 

T Y R O N E  M . B L A N D , 

B R IA N  J. B L E D S O E , 

M A R K  A . B L IS S , 

T H O M A S  G . B L O U N T , 

P A U L  C . B O A T M A N , 

M A R K  A . B O E K E , 

B R IA N  C . B O L IO , 

P A T R IC IA  D . B O R C H E R , 
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T H E O D O R E  S . B O S L E Y , 
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M E L A N IE  D . B O W E R S , 
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B R A D L E Y  L . B O W M A N , 

B R A N D O N  N . B O X . 

D A V ID  N . B O X . 

E D W A R D  A . B R A D Y , 

P E T E R  A . B R A N D T , 

T E R R Y  D . B R A N N A N , 

JO N A T H A N  P . B R E A Z E A L E , 

E R IC H  D . B R E L JE , 

JO H N  E . B R E N N A N  III, 

S H A N N O N  L . B R E N N A N , 

JE N N IF E R  A . B R E W E R , 

R E ID  S . B R E W E R , 

JA S O N  A . B R IZ IC , 

H E R B E R T  J. B R O C K  IV , 

JA R E T T  D . B R O E M M E L , 

A N N  M . B R O S IE R , 

B R E N T  E . B R O W N , 

D A N T E  0. B R O W N , 

K E L L Y  C . B R O W N , 

B R A D L E Y  N . B R U C E , 

JA M E S  E . B R Y A N , 

C H A R L E S  E . B R Y A N T , 

S T A N L E Y  M . B U C H E S K Y , 

S H E L B Y  L . B U C H L Y , 

M E H M E T  I. B U D A K , 

JO H N  F . B U E R G L E R , 

JO E L  N . B U F F A R D I, 
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JA M E S  S . C A P P S , 

K E V IN  S . C A P R A , 
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JA M E S  H . C H U N , 
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M IC H A E L  T . W IL L IA M S , 

S E A N  C . W IL L IA M S , 

Y O U N G A  W IL L IA M S, 

W E S L E Y  J. W IL L IA M S O N , 

G A IL  E . W IL SO N , 

M A T T H E W  W . W IN E R IT E R , 

M E R E D IT H  C . W IN K L E . 

JA M E S  A . W IT H A M , 

JA M ISO N  R . W O L O C K O , 

SU N G  H . W O N , 

B R IA N  V . W O O D , 

JA M E S  P . W O R K , 

B R IA N  K . W O R T IN G E R , 

B R IA N  M . W R A Y , 

JA S O N  C . W R IG H T . 

JO SH U A  M . W Y A T T , 
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R O B E R T  K . A A S , 

JO Y C E  A . A B A L O S , 

A L ISSA  R . A C IC L E Y , 

R A L PH  G . A D A M , 

B R IA N  L . A D A M S , 

JE N N IF E R  L . A D A M S , 

T H O M A S  L . A D A M S , JR .. 

JE N N IF E R  J. A D D IN G T O N , 

JO N A T H A N  T . A D K IN S , 

P A U L  E . A H E R N , 

SC O T  T . A ID T , 

JO H N  D . A IM O N E , 

T R IS T A N  N . A IT K E N , 

T H O M A S S. A K IN . 

P H IL IP  A . A L B A N E Z E , 

JO N  M . A L B A R E L L I, 

B E T A N C O U R T  E . A L E M A N , 

A N T H O N Y  J. A L F ID I, 

D A N IE L  D . A L IX , 

D A V ID  S . A L L E N , 

M IC H A E L  C . A L L E N , 

SC O T L A N D  C . A L L E N . 

E D W A R D  W . A L L IS O N , JR ., 

JO S E P H  A L O N S O , 

J. A M U N D SO N , 

B R IA N  E . A N D E R S O N , 

C H E R Y L  L . A N D E R S O N , 

JA M E S C . A N D E R S O N , JR ., 

JO H N  P . A N D E R S O N , 

K IM B E R L Y  M . A N D E R S O N , 

R O B E R T  R . A N D E R S O N , 

T A N Y A  S. A N D E R S O N , 

N IK O L A I L . A N D R E S K Y , 

P A T R IC K  A N T O N IK O W S K I, 

D A V ID  F . A N Z A L D O , 

B E T H A N Y  C . A R A G O N , 

JO E L  R . A R E L L A N O , 

D A V ID  S . A R M S T R O N G  II, 

JO H N  T . A R M S T R O N G . 

P A U L  C . A R M S T R O N G , 

W IL L IE  L . A R M S T R O N G , 

V IC K I L . A R N E S O N , 

A R IC  N . A R N O L D , 

JA S O N  L . A R N O L D , 

SH A W N  W . A SC H A N , 

K E N N E T H  S . A T E S , 

G E O F F R E Y  P . A T H E Y , 

D E N N IS  R . A T K IN S  III, 

F A IT H  C . A T K IN S O N , 

JA N E T  L . A T K IN S O N , 

G E R A L D  A V IL A , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  M . A Y C O C K , 

JA M E S  A . A Z IN G E R , 

M E L A N IE  E . B A B B , 

JO E L  D . B A B B IT T , 

JO H N  T . B A G G S , 

JA M E S  E . B A G L E Y , 

JA SO N  B . B A G L E Y , 

A N N E  C . B A IL E Y . 

H U G H  H . B A IL E Y , 

S C O T T  J. B A IL E Y . 
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JA S O N  E . B A K E R , 
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JO H N  K . B A K E R , 

P A T R IC K  J. B A K E R . 

JO H N  D . B A L B A C H , 

C R A IG  A . B A L L A R D , 

A N D R E W  W . B A L L E N G E R , 

T H O M A S  M . B A L L E N G E R  III, 

D E L B E R T  J. B A N C R O F T  1T , 

F R E D R IC K  L . B A R B E R , 

JO H N  H . B A R B E R , 

T H O M A S J. B A R K E R , 

P A O L O  M . B A R L E T T A I, 

L E S L IE  A . B A R N E T T , 

M A U R IC E  B A R N E T T , 

S T E P H E N  W . B A R N E T T , 

M A R E N  P. B A R N E Y , 

T E R R A N C E  D . B A R R , 

T H O M A S  J. B A R R E T T , 

JE N N IF E R  J. B A R R IE , 

L IS A  M . B A R T E L , 

A U T U M N  H . B A SIN G E R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  H . B A S S , 

N IC H O L A S  A . B A SS, 

B A S S E Y  E . B A S S E Y  III, 

B R E T T  A . B A S S IN G E R , 

T E R E S A  L . B A T IK , 

B R Y A N  K . B A T SO N , 
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JO H N  C . B E C K IN G . 

S T E V E N  M . B E E C H A M . 

R O N A L D  R . B E E R , 

C O R Y  B . B E IL H A R Z , 

R A L P H A E L  R . B E L L , JR ., 

C H R IS T O P H E R  G . B E N D A , 

JA S O N  M . B E N D E R , 

D A N IE L  J. B E N IC K , 
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R IC H A R D  C . B E N N E T T , 

JA M E S K . B E N S O N , 

R E B E C C A  K . B E N SO N , 

R O B E R T  S . B E R G , 
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S C O T T  F . V A N D E G R IF T , 

M A T T H E W  E . V A N D E R K IN , 

JO E L  P . V A N D E R M E ID E , 

R IC H A R D  D . V A N G O R D E N , 

S C O T T  B . V A N W Y K , 

Y V O N N E  V A R E L A , 

C A R R A S Q U IL L O  A . V A Z Q U E Z , 

B R Y A N  D . V E L A R D E , 

JO S E P H  S . V E R D IC C H IO , 

A N D R E W  N . V E R IC H , 

D A N IE L  G . V E R IC H , 

M IC H A E L  R . V E R IT Y , 

C H E R Y L  N . V E R M IL L IO N , 

R O Y  L . V E R N O N , JR ., 

M A R K  D . V E R T U L L  

T IT O  M . V IL L A N U E V A , 

D A V ID  S . V IN S O N , 

JA M E S  L . V O IL A N D , 

A V A  M . W A D E , 

S C O T T  0. W A D Y K O , 

S T A C Y  L . W A G E N S E IL , 

M A R K  R . W A G G O N E R , 

N IC O L E  D . W A G N E R , 

JE F F R E Y  W . W A L C H S H A U S E R , 

L E O N A R D  A . W A L D R O N , 

E R IC  L . W A L K E R , 

JO S H U A  H . W A L K E R , 

R A Y M O N D  W . W A L K E R  IV , 

S T E V E N  C . W A L K E R . 

B R A D L E Y  J. W A L L A C E , 

JO H N  C . W A L L A C E , JR ., 

E R IC  T . W A L L IS , 

JA M E S  A . W A L L S , JR ., 

JO S E P H  M . W A L S H , 

M IC H A E L  S . W A R B E L , 

L Y L E  E . W A R D , 

S C O T T  W . W A R D , 

M A R K  S . W A R D E N , 

W IL L IA M  C . W A R E , 

B R IA N  E . W A R F E L . 

V E R O N IC A  A . W A R N O C K , 

R O B E R T  E . W A S H B U R N , 

T H O M A S  J. W A T E R S . 

B R IA N  T . W A T K IN S , 

W IL L IA M  G . W A T S O N , 

JA N E  L . W A W E R S IK , 

A N G E L A  R . W E A T H E R S , 

M IC H A E L  B . W E A T H E R S , 

S E T H  A . W E A V E R , 

K IR K  W . W E B B , 

M A T T H E W  J. W E B S T E R , 

W IL L IA M  A . W E C K E L , 

C O R D IE  V . W E H A U S E N , 

M A R T H A  W E H N E R , 

T H O M A S  K . W E IC H A R T , 

H E A T H E R  E . W E IG N E R , 

M IT C H E L L  J. W E IM E R , 

E D W A R D  J. W E IN B E R G , 

JE F F R E Y  J. W E IN H O F E R , 

M A T T H E W  R . W E IN S H E L , 

JA S O N  E . W E IS E M A N , 

JO S E P H  F . W E IS S , 

S H A M A I T . W E L L O N S , 

C H A R L O T T A  D . W E L L S , 

D A N IE L  M . W E N Z E L L , 

JE F F R E Y  A . W E S T O N , 

T H O M A S  J. W H A L E N , 

A N T H O N Y  M . W H E E L , 

E D W A R D  S . W H IT A K E R , 

A M Y  C . W H IT E , 

D A L E  M . W H IT E , 

T IM O T H Y  D . W H IT E , 

JO H N  F . W H IT F IE L D , JR ., 

A A R O N  R . W H IT L E Y , 

R Y A N  H . W H IT T E M O R E , 

R Y A N  J. W IL C O X , 

M IC H A E L  J. W IL H E L M , 

JU L IE  A . W IL L IA M S , 

JU S T IN  C . W IL L IA M S , 

K E N N E T H  A . W IL L IA M S , 

K E N N E T H  K . W IL L IA M S , 

K R IS T A  L . W IL L IA M S , 

M A R G A R E T  M . W IL L IA M S , 

M IC H A E L  C . W IL L IA M S , 

M IC H A E L  R . W IL L IA M S , 

R Y A N  K . W IL L IA M S , 

K R IS T IA N  E . W IL L IS , 

P A T R IC K  R . W IL L IS , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  W . W IL L S , 

JA M E S  D . W IL L S O N , 

A N D R E W  W . W IL S O N , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  M . W IL S O N , 

D A V ID  P . W IL S O N . 

F R A N K L IN  M . W IL S O N , 

S T E P H E N IE  L . W IL S O N , 

C L E O N  F . W IN D H A M , JR ., 

M E R Y IA  D . W IN D IS C H , 

JA M E S  H . W IN F IE L D , 

G A R T H  K . W IN T E R L E , 

JA S O N  M . W IN T E R L E , 

M IC H A E L  E . W IS H E R , 

JO H N  M . W IT H E R S , 

M IC H A E L  W IT M E R , 

P H IL L IP  E . W O L F O R D , 

W A R R E N  R . W O O D , 

JO H N  A . W O O D A R D , 

JE N N IF E R  A . W O O D W O R T H , 

B R IA N  D . W O O L W O R T H , 

C O L IN  H . W O O T E N , 

D A M IA N  P . W R IG H T , 

D A V IE  L . W R IG H T , JR ., 

JA M E S  W . W R IG H T , 

M E G A N  A . W R IG H T , 

K A R Y N  J. W U E N S C H , 

N A T H A N  Y A N C Y , 

H O M A Y U N  Y A Q U B , 

R IC H A R D  S . Y O C U M , 

E L L E N  R . Y O D E R , 

JO H N  B . Y O R K O , 

R O D N E Y  R . Y O U N G , 

T O N Y A  E . Y O U N G , 

C H A R L E S  D . Z IM M E R M A N , JR ., 

R A Y M O N D  C . Z IN D E L L , 

JA S O N  C . Z O R N , 

JA N A  N . Z U C K S W E R T , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  D IS T IN G U IS H E D  H O N O R  G R A D -

U A T E S  F R O M  T H E  O F F IC E R  C A N D ID A T E  S C H O O L  F O R  A P -

P O IN T M E N T  IN  T H E IR  A C T IV E  D U T Y  G R A D E  IN  T H E  R E G -

U L A R  A R M Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S , U N D E R  T H E  P R O V I-

S IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N S  5 3 1 ,

532, A N D  533:

To be second lieutenant

R O N A L D  G . H A M IL T IO N , 

R O B E R T  W . K IN D E R , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R S  F R O M  JU D G E  A D V O -

C A T E  G E N E R A L 'S  C O R P S  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  IN  T H E  R E G -

U L A R  A R M Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  IN  T H E IR  A C T IV E

D U T Y  G R A D E , U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 ,

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . S E C T IO N S  5 3 1 , 5 3 2 , A N D  5 3 3 :

To be captain

H A L  D . B A IR D , 

D R U  A . B R E N N E R -B E C K , 
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JO H N  L . B U C K H E IT , 

G U A D A L U PE  C U E L L A R , 

JO H N  P. E IN W E C H T E R , 

JA M E S  P . F L O W E R S , 

V IC T O R  M . H A N SE N , 

E D W A R D  J. M A R T IN , 

JO H N  P. P A T R IC K , 

A N N A  C . SW A L L O W , 

M IC H E L E  E . W IL L IA M S. 

IN  T H E  N A V Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  S U P P L Y  C O R P S  O F F IC E R , T O

B E  R E A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  L IN E  O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y , P U R -

S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N S  531

A N D  5582(A ):

L IN E

T o be ensign

C A R L T O N  L . JO N E S , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S  O F -

F IC E R , T O  B E  R E A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  L IN E  O F  T H E  U .S .

N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

SE C T IO N S  531 A N D  5582(A ):

L IN E

T o  be lieutenant (junior grade)

N IC K  A . S A R A P , JR ., 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  L IN E  O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y ,

P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N

531:

L IN E

T o be lieutenant

T H O M A S  M . A D K IN S, 

JO H N  J. A D L E R , 

JE F F R E Y  R . A L E X A N D E R , 

M IC H A E L  R . A L E X A N D E R , 

M IC H A E L  J. A N D E R S O N , 

R O N A L D  P . A N T IM A R IN O , 

T A N Y A  L . A N T O N IU K , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  A . A S H F O R D , 

V E R N O N  E . B A G L E Y , 

T H O M A S  G . B A G N O L I, 

D A N IE L  E . B A H N E M A N , 

M A R K  C . B A R R Y , 

K E N N E T H  R . B E C K E R , 

JE A N N E  M . B E E R M A N , 

T H O M A S E . B E L L , 

P A U L  T . B E N N E T T , 

D O N A L D  A . B E N SO N , 

SH A W N  M . B E N T L E Y , 

JA M E S H . B E N T O N , 

JO H N  G . B E R N A R D , 

K E V IN  L . B E R T E L S E N , 

W IL L IA M  R . B E R T R A M , 

E R IC  P . B E T H K E , 

K E N N E T H  R . B IN G M A N , JR ., 

R U S S E L L  P . B IR O S , 

JA M E S A . B IS H O P , 

PA T R IC K  D . B L A C K W E L L , 

C A R L A  C . B L A IR , 

R O C K  E . B L A IS, 

D A R R E L  M . B L A SC H A K , 

JA M E S  H . B O G U E , 

R O B E R T  G . B O JA R S K I, 

B R IA N  D . B O L U Y T , 

R A Y M O N D  L . B R A D L E Y  III, 

R A L P H  R . B R A U N D  III, 

W IL L IA M  D . B R E L A N D , 

M IC H A E L  J. B R E N N A N , 

T H O M A S J. B R E R E T O N , JR .. 

B E N JA M IN  H . B R E S L IN , 

C E C IL  C . B R ID G E S, 

G R A N T  A . B R IG G E R , 

R O D N E Y  A . B R O W E R , 

B R IA N  W . B R O W N , 

Z A C H A R Y  J. B R O Z , 

T IM O T H Y  G . B R U C E , 

SA M U E L  C . B U C H A N A N  III, 

A M Y  D . B U R IN , 

E M M A N U E L  L . B U R K E , 

D A N IE L  B U R N S, 

SU SA N  T . B U R N S, 

M IC H A E L  J. B U R R E L L , 

A L A N  F. B U R T O N , 

T H O M A S  K . B U SH , 

D E R R IC K  J. B U S S E , 

T H O M A S  C . C A L V E R T , 

R U B E N  A . C A N T U , 

M A R C  C A R D A R O N E L L A , 

R O B E R T  B . C A R L SO N , 

C A M E R O N  P. C A R N E Y , 

L U K E  F. C A R O N , 

B U FO R D  J. C A R R , 

E D W A R D  B . C A R R O L L , JR ., 

PE D R O  A . C A ST A IN G , 

R IC H A R D  A . C A T H E R IN A , 

V IN C E N T  K . C A T IC H , 

E L E F T H E R IO S , C H A P A S , 

C H R IST O PH E R  C H IN M A N , 

G R E G O R Y  S . C L A R K , 

M IC H A E L  W . C L A R K , 

W A R R E N  G . C L A R K , 

K E V IN  D . C O F F IN G E R , 

H E A T H E R  E . C O L E , 

K E V IN  P . C O L L IN G , 

C R A IG  M . C O L L IN S, 
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G R E G G O R Y  N . C O L L IN S, 

T IM O T H Y  R . C O L L IN S , 

G E O F F R E Y  T . C O L P IT T S , 

JO H N  P . C O N S ID IN E , 

C H R IST O PH E R  M . C O O K , 

JA M E S  H . C R A F T , 

D O U G L A S J. C R A W F O R D , 

R O N A L D  D . C R A W FO R D , 

JA M E S J. C R IT T E N D E N , 

D A V ID  R . C R O W E , 

JO A N N E  T . C U N N IN G H A M , 

D A R R IN  R . D A V ID SO N , 

B R IA N  F. D A V IS , 

D A V ID  N . D A V IS, 

R IC H A R D  W . D A V IS, 

S M E T  A .T . D E , 

W IL L IA M  L .J. D E A N E S , 

SU SA N  K . D E C K E R , 

JO H N  D . D E E H R , 

R U S S E L L  J. D E L A N E Y , 

A N D R E W  W . D E L E Y , 

M A R K  F . D E M E R S , 

L IS A  A . D E R O S E , 

D U K E  E . D IE T Z , 

K A M R A N  A . D M , 

T H O M A S C . D IL L E M U T H , 

SC O T T  M . D IX , 

JO H N  M . D O N O V A N , 

R O B E R T  F . D O W N IN G , JR ., 

SH A R O N  S . D O X E Y . 

T IM O T H Y  R . D O Y L E , 

C R A IG  W . D R E SC H E R , 

JE F F R E Y  B . D R IN IC A R D , 

T IM O T H Y  E . D R Y , 

SA M  C . D R Y D E N , 

T E R R E N C E  P . D U N N E , 

A L A N  R . D U N ST O N , 

C A R O L Y N N E  M . D U R A N T H A L L , 

K IM B E R L Y  A . D Y SO N , 

JU L IA N  D . E D G E  III, 

SH A W N  T . E D W A R D S, 

P A U L  F . E IC H , 

N E L S  S. E N B E R G , 

JU D Y  M . E N G L A N D , 

JA M E S  M . E S Q U IV E L . 

C O L E Y  L . E V A N S, 

S P E N C E R  L . E V A N S , 

M A R Y  E . F E L IX , 

M A R C I D . F E R R E L L , 

JA M E S  E . F IE L D S , 

K O R Y  R . F IE R S T IN E , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  M . F IN C H , 

JA C Q U E L IN E  R . F IN C H , 

W IL L IA M  D . FIN C H , 

M A R K  E . F L E M IN G , 

T H O M A S  G . F L E T C H E R , 

A L F R E D  E .F L O R E S , 

M A R K  A . FO N D R E N , 

C U R T IS  A . FO R D , 

SE A N  P. FO X , 

A N N  M . FU R R IN G , (

G R E G O R Y  B . G A L L A R D O , 

M A R IE  G . G A L V IN , 

L A W R E N C E  M . G A R C IA , 

D A V ID  V . G A R Z A , 

E M M E T  S . G A T H R IG H T , 

R O B E R T  B . G E D D E S , 

JA S O N  L . G E IG E R , 

JO S E P H  A . G E N T IL E , 

JE F F R E Y  T . G IB S O N , 

M A R K  S. G O O D A L E , 

R O B E R T  M . G O R D O N , 

M IC H A E L  J. G O S K A , 

C A R Y  E . G O SN E Y , 

JE F F R E Y  G . G R A F , 

O B R A  L . G R A Y , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  J. G R E W , 

R O B E R T  E . G R IF F IT H . 

R IC H A R D  T . G R IN T , 

JE S U S  A . G U E R R E R O , 

JA M E S M . H A A S , 

C A L V IN  L . H A G O O D  III, 

Z Y A D  H A JO , 

T IM O T H Y  L . H A L L , 

D A V ID  R . H A L L S T R O M , 

JO H N  H . H A L T O M , 

D A N IE L  E . H A M IL T O N , 

R O L F W . H A M M E R E R , 

T H O M A S A . H A M R IC K , 

P A U L  T . H A R A S T Y , 

JE F F R E Y  M . H A R B IS O N , 

S T E P H E N  M . H A R R IN G T O N , 

T E R R Y  M . H A R T , 

T H O M A S M . H E IM , 

R O B E R T  E . H E L M S , JR ., 

JA M E S  R . H E N D E R S O N , 

D A N IE L  P . H IG G IN S , 

R O N A L D  R . H IM M E L R E IC H , 

R O B E R T  I. H O A R , JR ., 

W A Y N E  E . H O L C O M B , 

F R A N K  0. H O L L E Y , 

W A Y N E  A . H O L L IS T E R , 

T IM O T H Y  S. H O O V E R , 

JE A N  A . H O PW O O D , 

K E IT H  W . H O SK IN S, 

D O N A L D  L . H U L T E N , 

G A R Y  L . H U M P H R IE S , 

M IC H A E L  H . JO H A N S S O N , 

B R E N T  A . JO H N SO N , 

B R E N T  L . JO H N S O N , 

B E N JA M IN  E . JO N E S , 

R O B E R T  E . K A L IN , JR .. 

B R IA N  G . K E L L Y , 

S T E V E  Y . K IM , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  C . K IN G , 

B R IA N  R . K IP L E , 

M A R K  R . K IR B Y , 

A R T H U R  T . K IR C H H O F F , 

JO H N  C . K ISO R , 

JE F F R E Y  S . K L E IN , 

R IC H A R D  G . K L O P S T A D , 

B R A D L E Y  S. K N O W L T O N , 

G A R Y  E . K O C H E R , 

K E N N E T H  J. K O O N T Z , 

JO H N  J. K O S IN A , 

G R A N T  T . K O W A L C H IC K , 

K E IT H  A . K R A P E L S , 

M E L A N IE  J. K R E C K O V S K Y , 

D A R R E L L  D . L A C K , 

R O B E R T  S . L A E D L E IN , 

B E N JA M IN  K . L A K E , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  F . L A M O U R E A U X , 

JA M E S  L . L A N E , JR ., 

T IM O T H Y  X . L A R S E N , 

K E V IN  D . L A Y E , 

T IM O T H Y  J. L E F E B V R E , 

JE F F R E Y  B . L E H N E R T Z , 

M IC H A E L  T . L E N T S , 

S T E V E N  C . L E V E R T , 

JE F F R E Y  S . L E V IN , 

S C O T T  M . L E W IS , 

P A U L  E . L IP F O R D , 

R O B E R T  E . L IV IN G S T O N , IV , 

S T E P H E N  E . L L O Y D , 

R A C H E L L E  F . L O G A N , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  R . J. L O N G , 

R U S S E L L  G . L O N G L E Y , 

L E O  F . L O S C IU T O , 

T Y  E . L O U T Z E N H E IS E R , 

S U S A N N E  N . L U C K E , 

JA M E S  D . L U N S F O R D , 

K E V IN  D . M A C D O N A L D , 

B R U C E  A . M A IE R , 

N IC O L E  L . M A IS O N N E U V E , 

D A V ID  B . M A N S E

D A V ID  S . M A N T A Y , 

M IC H A E L  D . M A Q U E R A , 

JO H N N A  M . M A R C H A N T , 

M A R K  D . M A R ISK A , 

R O B E R T  L . M A R K  II, 

B R IA N  K . M A R K S, 

D A N IE L  P . M A R S H A L L , 

R O B E R T  W . M A R S H A L L , 

M A R C U S  0. M A R Y K , 

A N T H O N Y  W . M A Y B R IE R , 

G A R Y  A . M A Y E S, 

K E V IN  C . M C A L L IS T E R , 

E V E R D  D . M C C A IN , 

M IC H A E L  T . M C  C L U R E , 

A L L E N  H . M C  C O Y , 

G R E G O R Y  S . M C C R E A R Y , 

R O B E R T  G .S . M C D O N A L D , 

JA M E S  T . M C G O V E R N , 

JO H N  J. M C  G R A T H  III, 

K A R E N  B . M C G R A W , 

L A R R Y  L . M C G U IR E , 

P A U L  J. M C  H E N R Y  

V A N  S . M C  K E N N Y , IV , 

T IM O T H Y  E . M C K E N Z IE , 

PA U L  M C  SW E E N E Y , 

B R A D L E Y  P . M E E K S , 

JE F F R E Y  A . M E R C A D O , 

M IC H A E L  H . M E R R IL L , 

S U S A N  L . M E R R IM A N , 

E R IK  J. M IL E S , 

H E N R Y  J. M IL L E R , 

JE F F R E Y  L . M IL L E R , 

JA Y  R . M IL L S , 

JO S E P H  T . M O H N A C S , 

T R A C Y  S . M O O N , 

JO H N  R . M O O R M A N , 

JA N E T  F . M O R A L E Z , 

C L IN T O N  J. M O R A N O , 

JA M E S  R . M O R R IS O N , 

C R A IG  M . M U N SE N , 

T H O M A S  G . M U N SO N , 

K IM B E R L Y  A . M U R P H Y , 

JO H N  C . M U T C H L E R , JR ., 

P E T E R  T . M U T T E L , 

E L IZ A B E T H  A . N A S C H E , 

R IC H A R D  M . N E L M S , JR ., 

M IC H A E L  A . N E N N M A N N , 

P A U L  V . N E U Z IL , 

W E SL E Y  W . N IC H O L SO N , 

A L F R E D  A . N IC O L L , 

JA M E S  D . N O R D H IL L , 

B A R R Y  C . N O R M A N , 

R H O D Y  V . N O R N B E R G , 

Y V O N N E  D . N O R T O N , 

M A R K  T . N O W IC K I, 

K E V IN  W . N U N E Z , 

N IG E L  A . N U R S E , 

JA M E S  K . O B R IE N , 

JO S E P H  P . O B R IE N , 

JA M E S  G . O 'C O N N O R  III, 

W IL L IA M  C . O L D H A M , 

JO S E P H  O L IV E R , 

B R A D D  C . O L SE N , 

JE F F R E Y  W . O S M A N , 

A N T H O N Y  L . PA N G , 

D A N IE L L E  P A O L U C C I, 

R IC H A R D  C . P A R K E R , JR ., 

R O B E R T  P A R K E R , JR ., 

R O N A L D  L . P A R S L O W , 
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D A V ID  W . PA Y N E , 

G A R Y  D . PE N T O N , 

C R A IG  P E P P E , 

R O Y  A . P E T E R S . 

N IC H O L A S  P E T R IL L O , 

D E N IS E  M . P E T R U S IC , 

L E E  V . P H IL L IP S  II, 

JE R R Y  D . P IE R C E , 

W IL L IA M  R . P IN K L E Y , 

H E N R Y  E . P IZ A R R O , 

R O G E R  E . P L A S S E , JR ., 

R U D Y  A . P O R T E R , 

M IC H A E L  W . P O S N E R , 

K R IS T IN  C . P O S T , 

G A R Y  W . PR A L L , 

T H O M A S  E . P R IC E , 

K E V IN  J. P R O T Z M A N , 

R O B E R T  J. P U D L O , 

G E R A R D  F . Q U IN L A N . 

C H A R L E S E . Q U IN T A S , 

M IC H A E L  A . R A B E , 

P A U L  A . R A T K O V IC H , 

D A N IE L  J. R A W N , 

JA M E S  C . R E A M E R , JR ., 

M A R K  E . R E Y N O L D S. 

R O B E R T  M . R IG G S , 

M A R T IN  D . R IP P E R G E R , 

M IC H A E L  W . R O B B IN S, 

C IN D Y  M . R O D R IG U E Z , 

D A N IE L  S . R O G E R S , 

T IM O T H Y  P . R O L A N D , 

R A U L  X . R O S A L E S , 

F R A N C E S  M . R O S A R IO , 

M A R C  A . R Z E P C Z Y N S K I, 

D A V ID  L . S A IK I, 

C H R IS T O P H E R  M . S A IN D O N , 

JA M E S  A . S A M U E L S , 

T O M M Y  E . SA N C H E Z , 

R O B E R T  W . S A N D E R S , 

M IC H A E L  D . S C H A E F F E R , 

R O B E R T  A . S C H M ID T . 

D A V ID  M . S C H N IT T K E R , 

V IN C E N T  H . S C H R O E D E R , 

S T E P H E N  A . S C IP IO N E , 

JE R R Y  D . S E A G L E , JR ., 

W IL L IA M  B . S E B R IN G , 

T O D D  J. S E N IF F , 

C U R T IS  A . S E T H , 

F R A N K  A . S H A U L , 

T E D D  C . S H E L L E N B A R G E R , 

T H A D  M . S H E L T O N , 

S T E V E N  B . S H E P A R D , 

E R IC  S . S H IR E Y , 

D E N N IS  A . SH O O K , 

K IR S T IN A  D . S H O R E , 

L U K E  N . SH O W S . 

JO H N  F . S IM O N , 

M A R K  R . S L IE P C E V IC , 

JA M E S  F . S L O A N  III, 

JA M E S J. S M IT H , 

M A R K  P . S M IT H . 

T IM M Y  SM IT H , 

W E S L E Y  A . S M IT H , 

JA M E S  B . S N E L L , 

R IC K  J. S N ID E R H A N , 

JO H N  D . SO R A C C O , 

S A M U E L  E . S O R G E N , 

M IC H A E L  R . S P E N C E R . 

T IM O T H Y  W . S T A A T S , 

R O B E R T  J. S T A IL E Y , 

R IC H A R D  M . S T E V E N S O N . 

S T E P H E N  E . S T IL L IN G . 

R O N A L D  J. S T IN S O N , 

M A R K  R . S T O O P S , 

R O B E R T  A . S T R A N G E , 

R O N A L D  E . ST R O N G , 

JA Y  A . S U N K E S , 

B R IA N  D . S W E E N E Y , 

G IL  L . T A C H IB A N A , 

B R IA N  J. T A L A Y , 

M A R K  H . T A N N E R , 

A D A M  B . T A Y L O R , 

C H R IS  E . T A Y L O R , 

JE F F R E Y  E . T A Y L O R , 

T E R R Y  W . T A Y L O R , JR ., 

JE F F R E Y  T . T O M B L IN , 

JE A N E N E  L . T O R R A N C E , 

E R IC  S . T O W E , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  R . T O W N S E N D , 

V IN C E N T  D . T R A E Y E , 

S T E V E N  M . T R U M B U L L , 

A N D R E W  K . T U R N E R , 

M U R R A Y  J. T Y N C H  III, 

JE F F R E Y  A . U T H E , 

JO H N  L . V A L A D E Z , 

JA Y  R . V A N N IC E , 

JO S E P H  A . V A S IL E , 

R E N E  V E L A Z Q U E Z , 

R O B E R T  J. V E N E M A N , 

R IC H A R D  A . V IL L A N I, 

B R A D L E Y  E .C . V O L D E N , 

P A U L  E . V O L L E , 

R IC K E Y  D . W A L L E Y , 

R O B E R T  L . W A L L IS  II, 

JO H N  M . W A R D , 

R O B E R T  J. W A R E , 

D A V ID  W . W A R N E R , 

R IC H A R D  S . W A R R E N , 

M IC H A E L  W . W A T K IN S, 

T H O M A S  J. W A T S O N  III, 

M A R K  W E IL E R , 

E V A N  W . W E IN T R A U B , 

JO E L  S . W E L C H , 

M IK E  T . W E S S O N , 

E D W A R D  J. W E T Z E L . 

T H O M A S  P . W IL C O X  III, 

A N D R E W  R . W IL L IA M S , 

L E S L IE  D . W IL L IA M S , 

B R U C E  L . W IN T E R . 

C A T H E R IN E  M . W IT T . 

D O U G L A S S . W IT T E N , 

R O B E R T  D . W O O D B U R N , 

M O O D Y  G . W O O T E N , JR ., 

D A N IE L  C . W O R R A , 

C H R IS T IA N  W . Z A U N E R , 

LIN E

To be lieutenant (junior grade)

JO H N  C . A B S E T Z , 

A L B E R T  D . A L T U R A , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  P . A M E N , 

M IC H A E L  A . A V A L L O N E , 

C A B O T  C . A Y C O C K , 

JO H N  W . B A IL E Y , 

H E N R Y  W . B A R N E S  IV , 

M IC H A E L  H . B A SE M A N , 

R O N N IE  J. B A T M A N , 

R O B E R T  A . B A U G H M A N , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  J. B A U M S T A R K , 

M IC H A E L  W . B A Z E , 

C U R T IS  A . B E C K E R , JR ., 

T IM O T H Y  S . B E D A R D , 

M A R K  0. B E L S O N , 

JO H N  A . B E R G E R , 

P A U L  W . B IE R A U G E L , 

K A T H R Y N  R . B lN I, 

JO D Y  G . B R ID G E S . 

M A T T H E W  A . B R O W N , 

JO H N  F . B R O W N E  III. 

M A R K  K . B R U B A K E R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  S . B U N C E , 

T H O M A S  D . B U S H , JR ., 

K E V IN  T . C A M IL L I, 

JO S E  R . C A N A R IO , JR ., 

JE F F E R Y  S . C A N F IE L D , 

C H R IS T IA N  G . C E N IC E R O S , 

R O B E R T  L . C H A T H A M , 

K E IT H  A . C H IT M O N , 

M A R K  D . C O FFM A N , 

JE F F R E Y  J. C O L E M A N , 

S H E R R IE  S . C O M B E E , 

B A IL E Y  L . C O R B E T T , 

B R E T T  M . C O T T R E L L , 

JO SH U A  A . C R O W D E R , 

F R A N K  C R U M P  III, 

JO H N  P . D A U N T , 

D U A N E  W . D E N N IS . 

M IC H A E L  D . D E SH A Z O , 

B R IA N  K . D E V A N Y , 

D A N IE L  D . D O H M E Y E R , 

JA M E S  G . D O R S T E N , 

T IM O T H Y  A . D O W N IN G , 

T O D D  A . D U F A U L T , 

S T E V E N  R . D U N K L E B E R G E R , 

T E R R Y  L . D U P R IE , 

JO H N  P . E Z E L L E , 

K E N N E T H  0. F IS H E R , 

P A T R IC K  L . F L A H E R T Y , 

H E B E R T  F . F R E D E R IC K , 

JO H N  D . F R E E M A N , 

S T E P H E N  L . G A Z E , 

G IN A  M . G IG L IO . 

K E N N E T H  G . G L Y N N , 

R IC H A R D  A . G O L B IT Z , 

M A R K  E . G O O D E , 

SC O T T  S . G O O D W IN , 

C R IS A . G R A N T , 

JO H N  R . G R A Y , 

S T E P H A N IE  K . G R E E N , 

R O B E R T  L . G R E E S O N , 

D A N IE L  A . H A IG H T , JR ., 

S A M  R . H A N C O C K , JR ., 

B E N JA M IN  B . H A N S E N , 

K E IT H  G . H A R R IS , 

F R A N C O IS  P . H E N N E B E R G E R , 

P A U L  T . H E N N IG A N , 

C H R IS  A . H IG G IN B O T H A M , 

JO H N  T . H IG G IN S , 

T O D D  J. H O O P E R , 

JO H N  A . H O P K IN S , 

JE R R F E Y  J. H O P P E . 

K IM  E . H O W A R D , 

R O D E R IC K  M . H O Y L E , 

S T E P H E N  C . H U G G S , 

C O R B IN  D . H U G H E S, 

D A V ID  W . H U N T L E Y , 

C A R L O S  A . IG L E S IA S . 

T H O M A S L . JA C K S O N , 

T H O M A S E . JO H N S O N . 

JE F F R E Y  A . JO N E S , 

S T E P H E N  P . JO N E S , 

A M A R D E V  S . JO U H A L , 

JE F F R E Y  T . K A U F F M A N , 

M A R K  W . K A W E C K I, 

L A W R E N C E  L . IC E IL , 

P A T R IC K  A . L A C O R E , 

T H O M A S H . L A G O M A R S IN O , 

R IC H A R D  T . L A R O C H E . 

JA M E S  A . L E E , 

D A R Y L  E . L E E D S , 

D A V ID  A . L IL IE N S T E IN , 

JE F F R E Y  V . L O C K E . 

M IC H E L L E  E . L U C E R O , 

M IC H A E L  P . L Y N C H , 

R O N  C . M A G W O O D , 

T H O M A S  D . M A L O N E Y , 

G A L O N E  N . M A R K E Y , 

A L P H O N S E  M A R S H , JR ., 

E M IL IO  M A R T IN E Z , 

T O D D  A . M A U E R H A N , 

M IC H A E L  L . M A Y , 

M A R K  A . M A Y E R S K E , 

C Y L D E  F . M A Y S . JR ., 

T IM O T H Y  L . M C C A R T Y , 

M IC H A E L  L . M C C L IN T O C K , 

JO H N  A . M C C O N V IL L E , 

SA N D R A  A . M C D O N A L D , 

K E N N E T H  C . M C D O N N E L L , 

K E V IN  M C K E E V E R , 

B R A D  A . M C M U L L E N , 

D A V ID  T . M E L IN O S K Y , 

T E R R E N C E  W . M E N T Z O S , 

JA M E S  W . M IL L E R , 

JO H N  R . M IL L E R , 

B R Y A N  L . M IL L S , 

R O B E R T  W . M IN O R . 

M IC H A E L  G . M O F F IT T , 

JA M E S  R . M O L IN A R I, 

D A V ID  R . M O O R E F IE L D , 

K E V IN  S. M O R A V E K , 

PA U L  G . M O V IZ Z O , 

M A R K  T . M U R R A Y . 

S C O T T  F. M U R R A Y . 

JA M E S  R . N A S H , 

C H A R L E S  S . N O L A N , 

JA C K  M . O M O H U N D R O , 

S C O T T  A . O N E IL , 

FE D E R IC O  G . O R D O N A , 

M A T T H E W  D . O V IO S, 

K E V IN  J. P A R K E R , 

C E D R IC  T . P A T M O N , 

L A R R Y  0. P A U L . 

K E IT H  L . P A Y N E . 

D A V ID  A . P E T E R S O N . 

T R O Y  R . P F E F F E R . 

E R IK  M . P O IN T E R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  X . P O L K , 

E M O R Y  G . P R IC E , 

S H A N E  E . P R IT C H A R D , 

D A N IE L  B . R A D E R , 

C O R E Y  W . R A Y , 

T IM O T H Y  C . R E C K E R S , 

K E V IN  W . R IS T E R , 

T H O M A S  G . R O U L S T O N , 

JO N A T H A N  B . R O W E L L , 

H O L L Y  L . R U S S E L L , 

G E R A L D A  T . S A R G E N T , 

JE F F  D . S A S S E R . 

D A R Y L  J. S C H M A L T Z . 

R O B E R T  D . S C H N E ID E R , 

G R E G O R Y  J. S C H U S T E R , 

L A N C E  G . SC O T T , 

JO H N  E . S E D L O C K , 

M IC H A E L  S . S H A W E , 

SC O T T  C . SH E R M A N , 

L A M A N C H A  SIM S, 

A N G E L O  R .L . S M IT H A , 

D A V ID  M . S M U D A  II, 

W IL L IA M  L . S O M M E R , 

M A R Y  L . S P E N C E R , 

E R N E S T  B . S T A C Y , 

M E L IN D A  M . S T A T O N , 

M IC H A E L  R . S U T T O N , 

T IM O T H Y  A . S Z Y D L O W S K I, 

C H R IS T O P H E R  A . T A Y L O R , 

P A U L  J. T E C H , 

D A R R O N  D . T H O M PSO N , 

R IC H A R D  0. T O L L E Y , 

T E R R A N C E  R . V IN T O N , 

JO H N  J. V IT A L IC H , 

D A R R Y L  L . W A L K E R , 

C H A R L E S  A . W A L T O N  JR ., 

C A R D E N  F . W A R N E R , 

A N D R E W  N . W E ST E R K O M , 

W IL L IA M  J. W H E E L E R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  S . W IC H M A N , 

M A R K  D . W IL L IA M S , 

N IL S  E . W IR S T R O M , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  S . W IR T H , 

A L E X A N D E R  J. W R IG H T , 

A N D R E W  J. Y O U N G , 

LIN E

To be ensign

R IC H A R D  M . A L F O R D , 

P A T R IC K  C . A N G L E , 

D A N IE L  G . B A K E R , 

G R E G O R Y  W . B E A C H , 

M A T T H E W  J. B E D N A R , 

E R IC  S . B E L M A N , 

D O U G L A S  W . B E R N O T , 

JO H N N Y  T . B O M A N  JR ., 

M IC H A E L  V . B O N O , 

D O U G L A S A . B R A D L E Y , 

S T E V E N  V . B R E S C IA , 

M A R K  D . B U T L E R . 

K U I H . C H O I. 

M A T T H E W  C . C O V E R D A L E , 

L A W R E N C E  S . C R IS C IO N E , 

D A M O N  M . C SE H , 

M A R T IN  D E B O N O , 

M IC H A E L  D . D E W U L F , 

C R A IG  D . D ID IE R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  S . D IG N A N , 
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R IC H A R D  F . D U B N A N S K Y , JR .,  

C U R T IS  B . D U N C A N , 

T IM O T H Y  R . D U R D IN ,  

C H R IS T O P H E R  M . D U R K E E ,  

JE F F R E Y  R . E IS ,  

S C O T T  A . E L L S W O R T H ,  

M A R K  E . E M A N U E L ,  

M IC H A E L  A . F A L T E R ,  

JA S O N  T . F A S S L E R ,  

E R IC  R . F E D E L E ,  

C O R E Y  J. G A N N O N ,  

E R IC  J. G A R D N E R ,  

T E R R I A . G L E E S O N ,  

G E O R G E  E . G O H L IN G H O R S T , 

W IL L IA M  W . G R A Y L IN ,  

JE F F R E Y  A . G U T H R IE ,  

M A R K  S . H A IR E ,  

R O B E R T  D . H A R R IN G T O N ,  

M U S T A F A  M . H A Z IQ , 

P E R R Y  L . H E R R IC K , 

B R U C E  A . H IL L ,  

S T E V E N  R . H O E M ,  

JA Y  D . H O F F M A N ,  

JU S T IN  C . JA C K S O N ,  

W A L T E R  L . JE N N IN G S ,  

C H R IS T O P H E R  D . JO N E S ,  

JE F F R E Y  S . K A M A N , 

M IC H A E L  B . 'C A P L A N ,  

G E O R G E  M . K E N N E D Y ,  

M IC H A E L  J. K IN G  II,  

D A V ID  B . K U H L  II, 

P A T R IC K  E . K U L A K O W S K I,  

B R A N D O N  A . L A R S O N , 

JE R R Y  W . L E G E R E , 

JO H N  C . L E O N E , JR .,  

D A R R Y N  J. L U N D E R S , 

A N T O N IO  C . M A C C A B E , 

N O R M A N  G . M A C G R E G O R  

S A M U E L  A . M A E B Y , 

P A T R IC K  J. M A H O N E Y , 

P H IL IP  E . M A L O N E , 

L E L A N D  R . M A R C U S , 

JA Y  T . M A R K IE W IC Z , 

R O B E R T  R . M A R T IN , JR ., 

C U R T IS  L . M IL L E R , 

M A R K  R . M O E B E S , 

R IC H A R D  P . P E N T E C O S T , 

D A V ID  R . P E R R Y , 

T IM O T H Y  P . P O F F , 

M A R K  A . P O W E L L , 

K E N N E T H  N . R A D F O R D , 

S T E P H E N  R . R A P P , 

D E N N IS  A . R O B E R T S O N , 

Y IL M A Z  W . R O N A , 

A L E X A N D E R  R O S A R IO , 

A S H L E Y  C . R O S E , 

H A R R IS  S . R O S E , 

M A R C U S  A . R O S S I, 

D O U G L A S  C . S A L T Z , 

W IL L IA M  G . S C H IN D E L E , 

JE F F R E Y  R . S C H M IT T , 

E R IC  A . S C H N E ID E R , 

D A V ID  K . S E C K E L ,  

JO H N  J. S E IF E R T ,  

A N D R E W  J. S H A N K ,  

M A R T IN  W . S H E A R E R ,  

T IM O T H Y  G . S H O R E , 

W IL L IA M  A . S M IT H  IV , 

C R A IG  A . S T A C K , 

A N D R E W  J. S T A M P F E L , 

M IC H A E L  J. S T A N C H IN A , 

S H A W N  W . S T . G E R M A IN . 

W IL L IA M  J. S T IT H , JR ., 

N A T H A N  B . S U K O L S , 

S T E V E N  C . T A Y L O R , 

M A R K  R . T IE R N E Y , 

N IC H O L A S  R . T IL B R O O K , 

A L V IN  S . V E N T U R A , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  S . W E B E R , 

G R E G O R Y  J. W IR T H , 

JO N  E . W IT H E E , 

JA M E S  M . W IT T  III, 

JA S O N  K . W O L F , 

D A V ID  A . Y O U T T , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S . T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  M E D IC A L  C O R P S  O F  T H E

U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

M E D IC A L  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant com m ander

C O L IN  G . C H IN N , 

B R U C E  R . C H R IS T E N , 

B R U C E  C O H E N , 

JO S E P H  A . D A V IE S , 

T E R R E N C E  X . D W Y E R , 

R O B E R T  R . H A R F O R D , 

G R E G  W . H O E K S E M A , 

W IL L IA M  B . M C C R E A , 

G R E T C H E N  A . M E Y E R , 

M A T T H E W  L . M IL L E R , 

O S C A R  E . M IN O S O  Y  D E  C A L , 

A M Y  I. M O R T E N S E N , 

M IC H A E L  L . P U C K E T T , 

E D W A R D  V . R O S S , JR ., 

JO S E P H  E . S A R A C H E N E . 

R IC H A R D  L . S C H R O F F , 

M A R T IN  L . S N Y D E R , 

JA Y  C . S O U R B E E R , 

H O W A R D  C . W E T S M A N , 

S T E V E N  A . Y O U N G , 

T o be lieutenant

T H O M A S  A . B A L C O M , 

JO H N  B . B U R G E S S , JR ., 

B R IA N  J. M C K IN N O N , 

S A M U E L  J. P IE R C E , 

M A R K  R . P O L A K , 

JO S E P H  F . R A P P O L D , 

T IM O T H Y  H . R A Y N E R , 

A L IS O N  R . S E N N E L L O , 

M A R T IN  P . S O R E N S E N , 

M IC H A E L  S . W E IN E R , 

K E N N E T H  S . Y E W , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  L IN E  O F F IC E R S , T O  B E  R E -

A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  S U P P L Y  C O R P S  O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y ,

P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N S  531  A N D  5582(B ):

T o be lieutenant (junior grade),

A N T H O N Y  W . D E L U C C H I, 

JA M E S  B . E A S T O N , 

H E N R Y  G O N Z A L E S , 

JIM M Y  L . H A H M , 

P A T R IC K  S . H A Y D E N , 

JO H N  W . K E N N E D Y , 

A M Y  L . L Y O N S , 

R A M O N  0 . M A R IN , 

K U R T  M . P H O E L , 

JA V IE R  A . V E G A , 

G R E G O R Y  J. V E R G A M IN I, 

H A N S  C . W A L D R A F F , 

F O R R E S T  D . W IL K IN S , 

T o be ensign

T R IN A  M . B E C K N E R , 

E R IC  J. B IA L E K , 

JA M E Y  J. B L O C K  

JA M E S  H . B Y R D , JR ., 

M IC H A E L  J. C L O Y D , 

M A R K  D . D O B E S H , 

M IC H A E L  W . F IV A S , 

M IC H A E L  S . F L A T L E Y , 

S C O T T  A . G A R V E Y , 

R O N A L D  L . G R IE S E N A U E R , 

N O E L  M . G R IF F IT H , 

D E N N IS  R . H A L L , JR ., 

L A U R I D . H A R R IS , 

A N T H O N Y  J. H A T O K , JR ., 

A L A N  M . H E R N . 

B R A N D O N  A . H O N E Y C U T T , 

D A R R E L L  B . IN G R A M , 

N O E L  P . JO H N S O N  

D E A N  R . K IN S M A N , 

E R IC  A . M O R G A N , 

T IM O T H Y  S . P IO N E , 

E R IC  M . S K R O C H , 

G R E G O R Y  T . S T E H M A N , 

R IC H A R D  J. S U L L IV A N , 

M IC H A E L  L . S W E E N E Y , 

JO S E P H  J. Y U N , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S  N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  S U P P L Y  C O R P S  O F  T H E

U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

T o be lieutenant

D E B O R A H  K . A N D E R S O N , 

M IC H A E L  L . A N D E R S O N , 

T H O M A S  S . A R M S T R O N G , 

D A V ID  F . C R U Z , 

S C O T T  T . G E H R IN G , 

M A R K  D . H A N S O N , 

R O B E R T  M . JE N N IN G S , 

R O B E R T  J. K IL L IU S , 

M IC H A E L  B . M U R P H Y . 

M A R K  A . P O L C A , 

G A R Y  J. P O W E , 

JO E  F . R A Y , 

R IC H A R D  J. S C H L E G E L , 

V A U G H N  L . S T O C K E R , 

JO S E P H  A . T W E E D Y , 

JO S E P H  P . W IL K IN G , 

D O N A L D  J. W IL L IA M S , 

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

E R IC  H . B U R K S , 

P H IL IP P E  J. G R A N D JE A N , 

M A R K  K . H A R R IS , 

D A V ID  K . H O W E L L , 

A N D R E  D . M U R P H Y , 

C O R IN N E  J. P E L L E G R IN , 

A A R O N  K . S T A N L E Y , 

E R IC  S . S T U M P , 

L O R E N Z O  E . W IL L IA M S , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  L IN E  O F F IC E R S . T O  B E  R E -

A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  C IV IL  E N G IN E E R  C O R P S  O F  T H E  U .S .

N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

S E C T IO N S  5 3 1 A N D  5 5 8 2 (B ):

C IV IL  E N G IN E E R  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant

T H O M A S  A . B O L IN , 

A R M A N D  T . Q U A T T L E B A U M , 

M A JE L L A  D . S T E V E N S O N , 

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

M IC H A E L  P . C A P U A N O , 

M A R IL E E  A . C O W A N , 

C H E R Y L  M . H A N S E N . 

W IL L IA M  K . H E D G E S , 

D A V ID  R . H O P K IN S , 

S E A N  J. M C  K IL L O P , 

T o B e E nsign

C H R IS T O P H E R  E . A R C H E R , 

C A R T E R  C . D O W D Y , 

M E G A N  J. W A G G O N E R , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  C IV IL  E N G IN E E R  C O R P S

O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D

S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

T o be lieutenant

D A V ID  G . G IL L E S , 

C A R O L Y N  D . H E R M A N , 

K E V IN  K . JO H N S O N , 

R IC H A R D  A . K R A M E R . 

S C O T T  A . L A N G E , 

R O B E R T  E . L IN , 

T IM O T H Y  L . M IL IN E R , 

R IC H A R D  S . M O S E R , 

N O R M A N  D . S T IE G L E R , JR ., 

G A R Y  B . W H IP P L E , 

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

M A R K  A . A G U IL A R , 

D O U G L A S  C . B U Z B E E , 

H O W IE  S . F E R G U S O N , 

P A T R IC K  A . G A R IN , 

G L E N N  W . H U B B A R D , 

T H O M A S  J. M IT O R A J, 

N O R M A N  D . N A IS E R , JR ., 

W IL L IA M  T . T IM B E R L A N D , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N -

E R A L 'S  C O R P S  O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E

1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N E R A L 'S  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant

S T E V E N  M . B A R N E Y , 

S T U A R T  W . B E L T , 

F R A N C IS  J. B U S T A M A N T E , 

S T E V E N  J. C O A T Y , 

M O N T E  R . D E B O E R , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  R . D O N O V A N , 

D A N A  T . D Y S O N , 

A Z IZ  D . F A W A L , 

R E X  A . G U IN N , 

N O R E E N  A . H A G E R T Y , 

H A L L IE  S . H O C H M A N , 

M A R Y  C . L . H O R R IG A N , 

P A U L  C . L E B L A N C , 

K A T H L E E N  A . M E S S IC K , 

B R IA N  T . O D O N N E L L , 

C H A R L E S  N . P U R N E L L , II, 

P E T E R  D . S C H M ID , 

P H IL IP  M . S K IL L M A N , 

S U S A N  L . T U R N E R , 

JO N A T H A N  H . W A G S H U L , 

D A N A  0. W A S H IN G T O N , 

B R IA N  S . W IL S O N , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  D E N T A L  C O R P S  O F  T H E

U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

D E N T A L  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant com m ander

JE A N E T T E  M .. G O R T H Y , 

P E T E R  G ., K R E M P , 

T o be lieutenant

JE F F E R Y  L . A N D R U S , 

H E C T O R , A . C A B A L L E R O , 

M A R IS A  L . C IN C O S K I, 

C A T H E R IN E  L . C U M M IN G S , 

D A V ID  R . E N G L E H A R T , 

A R N E  F . G R U S P E , 

R O D N E Y  L . G U N N IN G , 

D A V ID  H . H A R T Z E L L , 

S H E H E R A Z A D  A . H A R T Z E L L , 

JO H N  C . H E N IN G , 

D A R Y L  G . H O L D R E D G E , 

M IL A N  J. JU G A N , JR ., 

C R A IG  J. K O S L IC A , 

K A R E N  M . L Y N C H , 

D O N A L D  D . M A R D IS , 

B R IA N  S . M A Y D A Y . 

K U R T  T . M E T Z L E R , 

P A U L  G . O L O U G H L IN , 

JE F F R E Y  J. P R IC E , 

JA M E S  E . R O B S O N , 

M IC H A E L  A . S T E IN L E , 

S C O T T  D . T H O M A S . 

P A T R IC IA  A . T O R D IK , 

R A N D A L L  J. W A L K E R , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  L IN E  O F F IC E R S , T O  B E  R E -

A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S  O F  T H E

U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 :

M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

S C O T T  B . A R N D T , 
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-xx...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-xx...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...
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xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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D A N IE L  L . M E Y E R S , 

B E N N E T T  J. S O L B E R G , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E

C O R P S  O F  T H E  U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  10, U N IT -

E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  531:

S C O T T  A . S H A P P E L L , 

L Y N D A  E .S . W A L L S

T o be lieutenant

H O W A R D  A . A U P K E , JR ., 

F R E D E R IC K  C . B E A L , 

C H A R L E S  H . B E A S L E Y , JR ., 

F R E D E R IC K , M . B E R N E K IN G , 

D U A N E  L . B IZ E T , 

JO H N  R . B O R E N  IV , 

JO H N  R . B U F F IN G T O N , 

JO S E P H  M . C A M P IS A N O , 

W IL L IA M  F . C U S A C K , 

M A R Y  F . D A V ID , 

F R E D E R IC K  C . D A V IS , 

R O B IN  J. D O W N E Y , 

T H O M A S  L . D R IV E R , 

B R IA N  M . F A R M E R , 

A L E X  J. F A T C H E R IC , 

T H O M A S  C . F R A N C H IN I, 

P A M A L A  S . G A IT H E R , 

JE R R Y  L . G A R D N E R , 

JO H N  G O O D E , JR ., 

PE D R O  G . G U Z M A N , 

M A R G O  E . H A L E Y , 

D A V ID  J. H IN C K L E Y , 

S T E V E N  L . H O E F T , 

K U R T  J. H O U S E R , 

G IL L IA N  V . JA E G E R , 

S T E V E N  M . JE F F S , 

JA Y  P . K A Z E , 

E D W A R D  M . K E N N E D Y , 

B O N N E Y  J. M A N N , 

R IC H A R D  G . M A S A N N A T , 

T O U S S A IN T  E . M O R G A N , 

L Y N N  M . O W E N S, 

M A R K  A . P A R S O N S , 

T H O M A S  P . P H IL L IP S , 

JO S E P H  J. P IC K E L , 

SH A N N O N  D . PU T N A M , 

C E L IA  A . Q U IV E R S , 

K E V IN  E . R IC E , 

G L O R IA  A . R U S S E L L , 

M A R K  C . R U S S E L L , 

G IN A  M . S IE G W O R T H , 

D A N IE L  S . S IM P S O N , 

P E T E R  P . T O L A N D , JR ., 

K E V IN  L . T R O V IN I, 

M A R Y  E . W A L D M A N , 

M IC H A E L  J. W A L S H , 

R E N E E  T . W H IT E , 

S T E V E N  R . W IN K L E R , 

M IC H A E L  D . Z Y Z A K , 

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

R O N A L D  M .V . B A JE T , 

D A N IE L  J. B E L IS L E , 

B R A N D O N  S . B E N T L E Y , 

M IC H A E L  J. B O W E R S , 

K E V IN  D . B R Y A N T , 

C Y N T H IA  A . C O L V IN , 

T H O M A S  R . C O N N O R , 

K E R R I L . C O O N S , 

R O L A N D  L . F A H IE , 

S T E P H E N  E . G O T T L IE B , 

S T E V E N  N . B A IL E Y , 

C Y N D E E  J. H A Y E S , 

C H R IS T O P H E R  J. IR W IN , 

R O N A L D  R . M A R T E L , 

JA M E S  L . M A R T IN , 

R IC H A R D  L . M C  C A R T H Y , 

W IL L IA M  T . M IL E S , 

A L A N  L . F O R T IS , 

R E B E C C A  A . R IG N E Y , 

R O B E R T  P . R U S S E L L , 

R A N D Y  G . S H A F F E R , 

R E B E C C A  C . S IN E , 

T A M A R A  R . W A L K E R , 

T IM O T H Y  J. W O L F K IL L , 

T o be ensign

G R E G O R Y  A . C A M E R O N , 

R O G E R  A . H O U S E , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  U .S . N A V A L  R E S E R V E  O F F I-

C E R S , T O  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  T H E  N U R S E  C O R P S  O F  T H E

U .S . N A V Y , P U R S U A N T  T O  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  531:

N U R S E  C O R P S

T o be lieutenant com m ander

JA M E S  P . F E R G U S O N , 

T o be lieutenant

L IN D A  M . A C O ST A , 

K R IS T E N  A T T E R B U R Y , 

K H IN  A U N G T H E IN , 

C H R IS T IN E  A . B L Y T H E , 

K A T H L E E N  A . B R A N N O N , 

C L A R IB E L  L . B R O W N , 

M A U R E E N  R .N . B U T L E R , 

C H E R Y L  L . C A R S O N , 

D A V ID  T . C A S T E L L A N O , 

C H E S T E R  E . C H A P M A N , 

V IR G IL  E . C R O N K H IT E , 

R A C H E L E  A . C R U Z , 

C IN D Y  L . D A V IS, 

R O A N N A  L . D U N N , 

T E R E S A  M . D Z B E N S K I, 

A N N  L . E B E R H A R T , 

M A U R IC E  F . F A U L K . JR ., 

JA M E S  P . F O W L E R , 

L A U R IE  G E N T E N E , 

B R A D L E Y  J. H A R T G E R IN K , 

SA N D R A  H E A R N , 

S A N D R A  K . H E A V E N , 

C H A R L E S W . H IC K E Y , 

JE A N E T T E  S . H IR T E R , 

L O R E T T A  A . H O W E R T O N , 

G A R Y  M . JA C K SO N , 

L E N A  M . JO N E S , 

D IA N A  L . JO R G E N S E N , 

JO H N  J.S . K A N E , 

M C  G R E A D Y  D . K E L SO , 

G A Y L E  S . K E N N E R L Y , 

B A R B A R A  J. K IN C A D E , 

K E R R IE  E . K U H L , 

R O N N E L L  R . L E F T W IC H , 

R O B IN  L . L IN D , 

R IC H A R D  S . M A F F E O , 

L O R I A . M A R T IN , 

M A R K  W . M C  D O N A L D , 

C A R O L Y N  R . M C  G E E , 

V IO L E T  A .A . P A Y N E , 

JO A N N E  M . P E T R E L L I, 

D R E W  S . P IN IL L A , 

N A N C Y  G . R O D R IG U E Z , 

JA N IC E  D . S A N D E R S , 

D A V ID  A . T A IT , 

G L O R IA  S . T E S T A , 

K IM B E R L Y  J. T H O M P S O N , 

K A T H L E E N  T R A IN O R Y A T E S , 

A N N M A R IE  T . W E R K H E IS E R , 

SH A R O N  E . W O L F, 

S H A R R O N  L . Y O K L E Y , 

T o be lieutenant (junior grade)

L A W R E N C E  M . B A T E M A N , 

A N N E T T E  S . B E T T S , 

D E N IS E  J. B O E H L E R , 

JO H N  J. B R E S L IN , 

D A R W IN  M . B R O O K S. 

H A R O L D  J. C L O U G H , 

JA C Q U E L IN E  L . C O F F IN , 

E S T H E R  M . C U N N IN G H A M , 

G E O R G E  0. D E C K E R , 

R IC H A R D  F . D IB U C C I, 

T A R Y N  R . E P P E R S O N , 

C A R M A  J. E R IC K S O N , 

SH A R O N  D . E V A N S, 

M IC H A E L  E . F L Y N N , 

S T E P H A N IE  L . F O R D , 

JA M E S C . G A Y , 

H E A T H E R  K . G IL C H R IS T , 

A M Y  L . H A L L , 

K A R E N  E . H O L L A N D , 

C H E R Y L  L . H U N T , 

T H O M A S  J. JA G L O W S K I, 

S C O T T  A . JO H N S O N , 

S H IR L E Y  H . K IN G , 

M A R Y  C . L IG H T W IN E , 

L O R I J. M A R T IN E L L I, 

T IN A  M . M C C L U R E , 

K A T H L E E N  J. M C D O N A L D , 

M A R T IN  W . M C M IC H A E L , 

R A C H E L  J. N IK K O L A , 

C A R L O  A . P IR A IN O , JR ., 

S H E L L E Y  A . R O S A N D E R , 

T H O M A S M . R O U N D S, 

JO H N  R . R O U S S E L , 

P A U L  P . S A U C E D O  III, 

A N G E L A  R . S A U N D E R S , 

H U G H  B . SC O T T , 

R O S E M A R Y  S . S K ID M O R E , 

W A N D A  J. S T O N E , 

G L E N  L . T O D D , 

S U S A N  E . U L L O A , 

JO H N  J. W H IT C O M B , 

R IC H A R D  D . W H IT E , 

P A T R IC K  C . W R E N C H E R , 

C O N F IR M A T IO N S

E x ecu tiv e N o m in atio n s C o n firm ed  b y

the S enate M ay 23, 1995:

FE D E R A L  A G R IC U L T U R A L  M O R T G A G E

C O R PO R A T IO N

E U G E N E  B R A N S T O O L , O F  O H IO , T O  B E  A  M E M B E R  O F

T H E  B O A R D  O F  D IR E C T O R S  O F  T H E  F E D E R A L  A G R IC U L -

T U R A L  M O R T G A G E  C O R P O R A T IO N .

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  A G R IC U L T U R E

K A R L  N . S T A U B E R , O F  M IN N E S O T A , T O  B E  U N D E R  S E C -

R E T A R Y  O F  A G R IC U L T U R E  F O R  R E S E A R C H , E D U C A T IO N .

A N D  E C O N O M IC S .

K A R L  N . S T A U B E R , O F  M IN N E S O T A , T O  B E  A  M E M B E R

O F  T H E  B O A R D  O F  D IR E C T O R S  O F  T H E  C O M M O D IT Y

C R E D IT  C O R P O R A T IO N .

T H E  A B O V E  N O M IN A T IO N S  W E R E  A P P R O V E D  S U B JE C T

T O  T H E  N O M IN E E S ' C O M M IT M E N T  T O  R E S P O N D  T O  R E -

Q U E S T S  T O  A P P E A R  A N D  T E S T IF Y  B E F O R E  A N Y  D U L Y

C O N S T IT U T E D  C O M M IT T E E  O F  T H E  S E N A T E .

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S S IG N E D  T O  A  P O -

S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R

T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  601:

T o be general

L T . G E N . B IL L Y  J. B O L E S , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . JO H N  C . G R IF F IT H , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . L L O Y D  W . N E W T O N , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  G E N E R A L  O N  T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  P U R -

S U A N T  T O  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  T O  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E . SE C T IO N  1370:

T o be general

G E N . C H A R L E S  G . B O Y D , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  G E N E R A L  O N  T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  P U R -

S U A N T  T O  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  T O  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , SE C T IO N  1370:

T o be general

G E N . JO H N  M . L O H , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E

A S S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general

L T . G E N . JO H N  S . F A IR F IE L D , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  O N  T H E  R E -

T IR E D  L IS T  P U R S U A N T  T O  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  10,

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  1370:

T o be lieutenant general

L T . G E N . C A R L  G . O 'B E R R Y , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . E U G E N E  D . S A N T A R E L L I, , U .S . A IR

F O R C E .

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E

A S S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601(A ):

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . L E O N A R D  D . H O L D E R , JR ., , U .S .

A R M Y .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S S IG N E D  T O

A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N S IB IL IT Y

U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N S  601(A )

A N D  3033:

T o be general

T o

 be chief of staff of the A rm y

G E N . D E N N IS  J. R E IM E R , , U .S . A R M Y .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  T O  B E  P L A C E D  O N

T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  IN  T H E  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D  U N D E R

T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

SE C T IO N  1370:

T o be general

G E N . G O R D O N  R . S U L L IV A N , , U .S . A R M Y .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O F F IC E R  T O  B E  P L A C E D  O N

T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  IN  T H E  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D  U N D E R

T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

SE C T IO N  1370:

T o be lieutenant general

L T . G E N . M A R V IN  L . C O V A U L T , , U .S . A R M Y .
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T H E  FO L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O FFIC E R  FO R  A PPO IN T M E N T  

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S - 

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N - 

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C - 

TIO N  601(A ): 

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . R O B E R T  E . G R A Y , , U .S. A R M Y .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  

A SSIG N E D  T O  A  PO SIT IO N  O F IM PO R T A N C E  A N D  R E SPO N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

TIO N  601(A ): 

T o be lieutenant general 

L T . G E N . JO H N  E . M IL L E R , , U .S. A R M Y . 

T H E  FO L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O FFIC E R  FO R  A PPO IN T M E N T  

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S - 

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N - 

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C - 

TIO N  601(A ): 

T o be lieutenant general 

M A J. G E N . W IL L IA M  G . C A R T E R  III, , U .S . A R M Y .

IN  T H E  N A V Y  

T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O F F IC E R  T O  B E  P L A C E D  O N  

T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  IN  T H E  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D  U N D E R  

T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , 

SEC TIO N  1370:

T o be vice adm iral 

V IC E  A D M . D O N A L D  F. H A G E N , , U .S. N A V Y . 

IN  T H E  M A R IN E  C O R P S  

T H E  FO L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O FFIC E R  FO R  A PPO IN T M E N T  

A S  C O M M A N D A N T  O F  T H E  M A R IN E  C O R P S , H E A D - 

Q U A R T E R S , U .S . M A R IN E  C O R P S , A N D  A P P O IN T M E N T  T O  

T H E  G R A D E  O F G E N E R A L  W H IL E  SE R V IN G  IN  T H A T  PO SI-

T IO N  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  

ST A T E S C O D E , SE C T IO N  5043: 

T o be C om m andant of the M arine C orps 

L T . G E N . C H A R L E S C . K R U L A K , , U SM C . 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

A IR  F O R C E  N O M IN A T IO N S  B E G IN N IN G  R O B E R T  D . 

C U R R Y , A N D  E N D IN G  W A R D  Y . T O M , W H IC H  N O M IN A T IO N S  

W E R E  R E C E IV E D  B Y  T H E  SE N A T E  A N D  A PPE A R E D  IN  T H E  

C O N G R E SSIO N A L R E C O R D  O N  M A R C H  30, 1995. 

A IR  FO R C E  N O M IN A T IO N S  B E G IN N IN G  M A J. B R A D L E Y  C . 
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